
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AGENCY SUMMARY 

Tbe 2013·15 DEQ Legislatively Approved Budget is shown below. 

Figure I -
2013-2015 Legislative Approved Budget, By Program 

$332,997,305 

The four program areas circled make up the ''Operations Budget," authorizing 705 FTE and $201 million in total funds spending for DEQ operations. 
The 2013-15 LAB budget shifted tbe relatively small activities contained in Cross Program into the four main program areas. 
For the 2013-15 biennium, approximately 38 percent ($131.8 million) oftbe total budget provides for environmental benefit to Oregon, but does not 
directly support DEQ services: 

o $5.6 million of ongoing debt service on Orphan Site bonds is used to fund dean up for contaminated sites, mostly in prior budget periods, where 
no responsible party was available to cover costs. 

o $16.1 million of debt service on bonds sold to provide state match for federal capitalization grants and $110.2 million for the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund to provide low interest to local municipalities for the constmction/ upgrade of sewage treatment faciuties. 
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2015-17 MODIFJED CURRENT SERVICE LEVEL BUDGET 
The ftrst stage in developing the 2015-17 Agency Request budget is to apply standardized adjustments to the 2013-15 budget to generate the projected 
2015-17 costs of continuing permanent services, known as the Cwreot SeiVice Level (CSL) budget. Using Federal, Other and Lottery Fund revenue 
estimates for 2015- I 7, DEQ then creates a Modified Cwreot Service Level (MCSL) or "Affordable Budget" that balances proposed spending with 
revenues. prior to any requested legislative actions. Balance is achieved by reducing budget spending until a fUnd reaches a zero ending balance (for 
Federal and Lottery Funds) or a desired endi.ng balance (for Other Funds) to allow for cash management needs. 

The result oftlle modified current service level budget is shown in Figure 2. the 2015-17 Affordable Budget. The changes in tl1e 2015-1 7 affordable budget 
relative to the current 20 13-15 Legislatively Approved Budget are discussed in mostly in terms ofFTE, because inflation on costs can make it appear that 
the budget. in dollars, is growing when t11e agency's ability to deliver services may actually be shrinking. 

The reductions required to balance the 2015-17 
affordable budget are discussed in fuxther detail in 
the program chapters of the budget, and are 
summarized below: 

Water Quality Program 
• 6. 75 FTE in Wastewater Permjtting 
• 2.15 FTE il1 TMDL program and Non Point 

Source 
• 0.40 PTE in program support infi'astructure 

Land Quality Program 
• 1.00 FTE in Solid Waste 
• 1.00 FTE in Hazardous Waste 
• 2 .00 FTE In Cleanup 
• 0.90 FTE in Oil Spill Prevention 
• 0.20 FTE in Ballast Water 
• 3.00 FTE in Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

CLeanups 
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Flgure2 -
2015-2017 Affordable Budget, By Program 

$296,113,128 
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2015-17POLICY OPTION PACKAGES 

DEQ proposes a total of20 Policy Option Packages for the 2015-17 biennium as summarized in fi.gure 3 and discussed in further detail in the program 
chapters ofthe budget: 

Restomtion of atrrent activitte.S tlw t !lad to be reduced to 
balance Q ll(li fable fC11CIIttes: 

• 9.55 FTE 
• $1.15 million General Fund 
• $0.40 million Lottery Fund 
• $0.92 million Other Fund 
• -$0.63 million federal Fund 

Addition of new, orexpcmsitm ofct~mmt. opc<mtional 
activities.· 
• 28.92 ITE 
• $4.59 million General Fund 
• $0.28 million Lotte1y Fund 
• '$3.08 million Other Fund 
• $0.68 million Federal Fund 

Expansion qf current, non-operational activities: 
• $30.15 million Non-limited, for loans associated 

with the 2015-17 federal Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund capitalization grants. 

• $10 million debt service on new CWSRF bonds. 

While the total policy package request seems large 
in the cunent economic environment, 80 percent 
($40 million) of the request is for use outside of 
DEQ, providing additional low interest loans and 
support to local municipalities for the 
constl'uctiou/ upgrade of sewage o·eatment facilities 
utilizing federal funding and loan repayments 
\vithout: requiring additional stare funding. 
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Figure3 
2015-2017 Package & Adjusunencs Budget, By Program 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AGENCY SUMMARY 

fhe DEQ 2013-15 l egislatively Adopted Budget is comprised of the modified cunent service level, or affordable budget, plus l:he policy packages, 
effectively adding Figure 3 to Figure 2 to create: 

Figure4-
2015-2017 Agem'Y Request Budget, By Program 
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Note that the foUl program areas cirded make up the "Operating Budget," authorizing 733.3 PTE and $215.6 million for DEQ operations. 
For the 2015-17 biennium, appro;-:imately 37 percent ($131 milUon) of the total budget (outside the circled funds) continues to provide 
environmental benefit for Oregon, but does not directly support DEQ provided services, maintaining the same rough proportion of operational 
fu nding (62%) and non-operational fundin,g (38%) fro m the 2013-15 budget 
Tbe Operations Budget is roughly 63 percent ($215.6M) of total budget, comprised of 

o $ 33,2 million General Fund 
o $ 4.6 million Lottery Fund 
o $ 149.8 million Other Fl)nd 
o $ 28.0 million Federal Fund 
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Figure 5 sbows the 2015-17 Agency Request Budget FTE by program: 
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FigureS -
2015-2017 Agency Request Budget By Program 

TOTAL FTE- 733.3 

Agency 
Management 
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Comparing the 2015-11 Agency Request Budget to the 20 I 3- I 5 Legislatively Approved Budget (Figure 6), DEQ's requested operations budget has 
increased by $14.5M and just over 28 FTE. General and LotteJy Fund have increased by approximately $7 .5M (comprised of$1 .8M in increased cost of 
cunene services and $5. 1M of additional funding requested in policy packages. The federal Funds budget has remained steady in dollar terms, but can 
fund slightly less services and its share of the total budget has decreased. Other Fund activities, the largest component of the DEQ operations budget at 
70% of the total, experienced $5 .2M in increased costs of current services, but $2.2M oF those costs could not be absorbed within current funding levels. 
An additional $4.0M of other fund increases were requested in 2015-I 7 policy packages. 

Figm·e 6- Comparison of Funding Som·ces 201 3-15 to 2015- 17 
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2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

2015-2017 Total Agency Request 
Operations Budget -$215,642,435 

Olher 
$149,823,737 
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OREGON D EPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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In terms ofFTE, Figure 7 shows that comparison of2013-15 Legislatively Approved Budget FTE to the 2015-1? Agency Reql!estBudget, by program. 
The net increase in Air Quality, Water Quality, and Agency Management FTE resulted fi·om policy option packages for new work. The Cross Program 
FTE was shifted into other program areas during the legislative approval of the 2013- I 5 budget. 

Figure 7 -
2013-2015 Approved vs 2015-2017 Agency Request Budget 733.32 FTE 
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OREGON D EPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
A GENCY SUMMARY 

The DEQ Affordable Budget FTE, shown in the 1517 MCSL column in Figure 8, is 10 FTE below the 2013-15 Legislatively Approved Budget. If the 
legislature were to approved all of the policy packages and 38.5 FTE proposed in the 2015-1 7 Agency Request Budget, the total Agency staffing would 
increase to 733 PTE. 
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Figure 8- DEQ STAFFING OVER TIME 

9799 9901 0103 0305 0507 0709 0911 

Biennium 

2015-17 AgcocyRequcst Boclgct 

1113 1315 1517 1517 
MCSL ARB 

Agency Summary: Pagt> 03-8 

EPA-6822_009763 



Director's message 

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AGENCY SUMMARY 

The Department ofEnvironmental Quality provides vital services and protections to the health and well-being of Oregon's citizens and environment. DEQ 
monitors environmental conditions, enforces laws and promotes programs to ensure that waste is managed and disposed of safely, responds to 
environmental emergencies and works with regulated entities to ensure compliance with environmental laws using a combination of regulatory and 
technical assistance tools. 

DEQ has been implementing outcome-based management since 2010 to help the agency be more efficient, use its resources more effectively and improve 
accountability and transparency. Outcome-based management is a tool that ensures we focus on the agency's highest priority work, clear the constraints in 
our processes that hinder our success, and deliver quality services to our customers with the goal of carrying out our statutory obligations while improving 
the environment for all Oregonians. An important component of the system is the development of performance measures that we use to frequently assess 
our progress in meeting agency goals and to keep us accountable for and more transparent with results. Another important element is process 
improvement, which DEQ has been engaging in since 2009. DEQ also relies on partnerships and collaborations with other agencies and organizations to 
leverage more resources to accomplish common goals. 

To fully support the management system, DEQ began implementing a new organizational structure in late 2013 to ensure DEQ is organized to focus on 
effective service delivery, to better reflect our core work and to ensure that the agency delivers on its outcomes. While preserving our regional divisions, we 
replaced our three program divisions- Air, Land and Water- with two new divisions, Operations and Environmental Solutions, which align with our 
core work map around process, technical administration and technically- and environmentally-based policy development. These two divisions will focus 
on integrated policy and process solutions that advance environmental solutions, with a priority of supporting local program delivery. We are currently 
evaluating how to best organize work sections in the headquarters' office between the two new divisions. To emphasize how science informs our decisions, 
the Laboratory and Environmental Assessment division was integrated into the Environmental Solutions division. 

I am excited about this new structure for many reasons. It focuses on outcomes and results, provides clear accountability for work products, gives 
employees the ownership of creative problem-solving and brings decision-making closer to Oregonians. It aligns our work, streamlines and integrates 
processes, helps us find and eliminate unnecessary work or redundancies, and makes the most of our employees. And perhaps most importantly, the new 
structure will aim our collective efforts in the direction of measurable service and environmental outcomes for Oregonians and Oregon. 

DEQ's 2015-17 Agency Request Budget takes its direction from the goals identified through outcome-based management, our reorganization and 
statewide priorities. It includes funding proposals that would enhance DEQ's efforts in the following areas: 

• Core air, land and water quality work. DEQ is proposing to restore funding that supports work that is fundamental to the agency achieving its mission 
of restoring, maintaining and enhancing the quality of Oregon's air, land and water for Oregonians. In recent years, DEQ programs have lost 
General Fund support, and fee revenue and federal funding have declined. Restoration of funding is being requested for ballast water work, the 319 
program grant, materials management, air taxies monitoring and TMDL development. 

• Non-point I dispersed sources of pollution. DEQ is proposing policy option packages that would help communities throughout the state meet air and 
water quality standards by addressing non-point source pollution. Areas of focus include diesel and particulate pollution, and onsite septic systems. 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AGENCY SUMMARY 

• Regional Solutions Teams. To fully meet House Bill 2620 requirements, DEQ proposes to add an FTE to assist communities east of the Cascades, 
particularly in the Columbia River corridor, with locally-established projects that aid economic development. 

• New and emerging work. DEQ is proposing funding to increase the agency's capacity to take on new, important work and to help support technology 
and infrastructure investments needed to modernize and support core programs. New work includes implementing the clean fuels program and 
greenhouse gas regulation. Important infrastructure investments include replacing the agency's aging water quality permitting information system 
and building capacity to conduct business analysis and process improvement work to create agency-wide, consistent processes and that support the 
agency's information systems. 

As part of DEQ's budget request, the agency is submitting its 10 percent reduction options. If the options are implemented, DEQ will experience 
challenges in providing services and meeting the needs of Oregonians. 

Oregon has a proud tradition of environmental stewardship and DEQ is committed to providing environmental and public health protection that 
Oregonians expect. A healthy environment supports a healthy economy and DEQ's work is essential to both. 

Mission statement and statutory authority 

DEQ's mission is to be a leader in restoring, maintaining and enhancing the quality of Oregon's air, water and land. 

The Department of Environmental Quality administers laws regulating air, water, and land pollution. The US Environmental Protection Agency 
authorizes the agency to implement federal environmental programs in Oregon. This includes the federal Clean Air and Clean Water Acts, and the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, which covers waste management and underground storage tank programs. DEQ also implements state 
programs including recycling, groundwater protection, air taxies, emergency response and environmental cleanup activities. 

DEQ strives to maintain a balance among: 

• Ensuring compliance with environmental regulations 
• Assisting businesses, organizations and individuals with reducing pollution and compliance with requirements 
• Conducting education and outreach to the regulated community and the public about environmental programs 
• Evaluating environmental results and proposing policies and rules to meet changing needs 

The agency also administers financial assistance programs. The largest is the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, which provides low-interest loans to 
communities for wastewater treatment and other clean water projects. 

DEQ's major statutory authorities in the Oregon Revised Statutes are: 

Chapter 448 - Operator Certification for Sewage Treatment Works 
Chapter 453- Hazardous Substances 
Chapter 454 - Sewage Treatment and Disposal Systems 
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Chapter 459- Solid Waste Control 
Chapter 459A- Reuse and Recycling 
Chapter 465- Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials I 
Chapter 466 - Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials II 
Chapter 46 7 - Noise Control 
Chapter 468 - Environmental Quality Generally 
Chapter 468A - Air Quality 
Chapter 468B -Water Quality 
Chapter 475- Illegal Drug Lab Cleanup 

Federal and state laws are implemented through Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission. DEQ's rules 
are found in OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 11 to 180. 

The EQC is a five-member citizen commission whose members are appointed by the governor, subject to confirmation by the Senate. The commissioners 
serve four-year terms at the pleasure of the governor. Commissioners may be reappointed but may not serve more than two consecutive terms. In addition 
to adopting rules, the EQC also establishes policy (subject to legislative mandate) and appoints the agency's director (ORS Chapter 468). 
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Agency process improvement efforts 
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Since 2009, DEQ has been conducting innovation and streamlining efforts as a way to be more effective in accomplishing the agency's mission and 
delivering services. During the 2013-15 biennium, the agency conducted many process improvement events, ranging in scale from streamlining existing 
processes to improve efficiency, to creating brand new ways of conducting agency business. Since DEQ began implementing outcome-based management 
in 2010, around 141 staffhave participated in a process improvement effort. Efforts during 2013-15 include: 

• Continued implementation of outcome-based management, including training staff on using a common seven-step problem solving process. 
• Development of an agency information technology strategic plan and implementation plan that supports the agency in prioritization and planning 

of its IT projects. 

• Completion of a compliance and enforcement information system that allows for easy retrieval of compliance and enforcement data. The 
information was previously stored in about 16 incompatible, non-integrated databases distributed throughout the agency, which created extra data 
entry for staff and made it difficult to quickly retrieve comprehensive information for internal and external stakeholders. 

• Development of and training conducted for agency-wide protocol for regulatory inspections for air, land and water quality programs. 

• Development of tools to assist agency permit writers, including online permitting tools and improved tracking of permit milestones. 
• Establishment of a process by which DEQ can evaluate pollution prevention and reduction strategies that offer the greatest environmental benefit 

with the lowest resource expenditure. 
• Development of a Central Entity Management system to streamline access to facilities, sites, companies, organizations and people that are common to 

some or all DEQ programs. This represents a new way of business for the agency, as each program used to have its own naming conventions for the 
same agency customers. 

• Improving processes related to SPOTS card use, GovDelivery use (for keeping stakeholders informed), grants and contracts development and 
implementation, and air quality permit invoicing. 

• Mapping out and documenting a variety of agency processes to ensure consistency and to assist with prioritizing program work. 

In addition to process improvement, DEQ began implementing an outcome-based management system in 2010. Outcome-based management is a system 
for setting goals for the agency's core, or day-to-day work, and for developing and using performance measures to frequently assess our progress in meeting 
those goals. With this system in place, DEQ can focus its work more effectively, use our resources more efficiently and improve accountability and 
transparency. The agency has been making steady progress in implementing outcome-based management over the last three and a half years. The agency 
has a core work map that illustrates the agency functions that make up our core work. Each function on the map can be linked to a desired outcome, and 
each outcome is linked to a series of measures. The goal is to have the work of each person in the agency linked back to a function on the map. To support 
its implementation, DEQ is also undergoing a reorganization that will allow the agency's work to be conducted in a more effective and efficient way. 

DEQ conducts quarterly performance measure reviews to determine if we are meeting goals and where we have room for improvement. When measures 
indicate that we are not meeting a goal, agency staff participate in problem-solving efforts to determine what is holding the agency back from meeting its 
goal and to implement needed improvements within a process. During the 2015-17 biennium, DEQ will continue to implement its outcome-based 
management system, including identifying and conducting additional problem-solving and other process-improvement events when performance measures 
indicate a need for improvement. 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AGENCY SUMMARY 

DEQ's headquarters is in Portland, with regional administrative offices in Bend, Eugene, and Portland. Field offices are located in Coos Bay, Medford, 
Pendleton, Salem, The Dalles, Klamath Falls and Tillamook. DEQ's environmental laboratory operates in Hillsboro. One vehicle inspection technical 
center and six vehicle inspection stations are located in the Portland metropolitan area and one inspection station is located in Medford. 

DEQ uses rule-making, permitting, monitoring, technical assistance, education and enforcement to protect and enhance clean water, air and land. DEQ 
relies on advisory committees made up of businesses, local governments, tribal representatives, environmental organizations and citizens to help guide 
decision-making. 

To protect and improve Air Quality, we monitor air quality across Oregon to ensure that Oregonians are breathing air that meets or exceeds national air 
quality standards. Under our strategic directions we are focusing efforts on measuring the amount of toxic compounds in the air to understand their health 
impacts and are developing implementation strategies to reduce high levels of air taxies. We develop and implement strategies to reduce and prevent 
pollution from industrial, commercial, motor vehicle and household sources. Pollution from motor vehicles, one of Oregon's primary sources of air 
pollution, is being reduced by operating a vehicle inspection program in the Portland area and in the Rogue Valley. We regulate some 3,000 sources of 
industrial air pollution through permits, inspect 1.2 million vehicles and respond to more than 4,000 air quality complaints per biennium. 
The Air Quality program is funded through a variety of fees, including permit fees and vehicle inspection fees, federal grants and General Fund. 

To protect and improve Water Quality, DEQ sets and enforces water quality standards and monitors 19 river basins for water quality. We also measure 
groundwater quality and implement strategies to protect this valuable resource in select areas. Oregon law prohibits discharging pollution into Oregon 
water without a DEQ permit. More than 5,600 permits regulate waste discharges from city sewage treatment plants and industrial facilities. We develop 
strategies to reduce pollution carried by storm water runoff from urban areas, agriculture, forest practices and construction. The program provides loans to 
public agencies to finance water quality improvements and oversees or directly administers septic system permitting and other on-site sewage treatment 
and disposal systems. The Water Quality program is funded through a variety of permit fees and revenue agreements, federal grants, Lottery Fund and 
General Fund. 

Land Quality is a coordinated group of programs involving materials management, waste and toxic or hazardous chemicals. Land Quality protects human 
health and the environment by helping Oregonians: 

• Produce and use materials more sustainably 
• Reduce the use of toxic chemicals and safely manage the generation ofwaste 
• Manage materials and waste to minimize the release of taxies to the air, land and water, and to promote the recovery of valuable materials 
• Reduce the risk from exposure to contaminants already in our environment through cleanup of contaminated sites 
• Prepare for and minimize the danger from accidental releases of hazardous substances or other emergency events 

Land Quality activities touch upon all environmental media. For example, solid waste reduction can help to reduce greenhouse gas air emissions, and 
ensuring compliance with landfill requirements helps contain impacts to the land and prevent hazardous substances from polluting Oregon's rivers and 
groundwater supplies. Similarly, requiring cleanup of historic pollution ensures people aren't exposed to unhealthy concentrations of hazardous substances 
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in the air or in the soil at specific properties, reduces runoff of harmful chemicals to our rivers and streams and protects against the contamination of 
drinking water supplies. The cleanup of contaminated properties also promotes economic development and enhances local property tax revenue. The Land 
Quality program is funded primarily through a variety of other funds, including fees and cost recovery for cleanup work. The program also receives federal 
funds through grant and cooperative agreements and a small amount of General Fund. 

DEQ's Laboratory and Environmental Assessment Program is committed to providing scientifically sound, timely, safe and efficient analytical services 
for assessing the quality of Oregon's environment and protecting Oregonians. The laboratory also has a role in homeland security, analyzing unknown 
chemicals associated with credible terrorist threats. DEQ works closely with the Oregon Public Health Laboratory in conducting analyses and interpreting 
results. Both labs are co-located in a state-owned facility in Hillsboro. 

DEQ enforces the state's environmental laws through the Office of Compliance and Enforcement. Budgeted in the Air, Water and Land Quality 
programs and managed through the Office of the Director, OCE supports DEQ regional offices which work with permittees and other members of the 
regulated public to maintain compliance with environmental laws. When compliance fails, OCE conducts a formal enforcement response for the most 
significant violations and violators. Formal enforcement usually includes the assessment of civil penalties or issuance of enforcement orders. 

Agency Management provides leadership, fiscal management, central services and technical support to accomplish DEQ's goals and objectives. Agency 
Management includes the Office of the Director and the Central Services Division. The Director's Office provides leadership, intra- and inter-agency 
coordination, Environmental Quality Commission support, review and issue of agency enforcement actions, and legislative liaison functions. The Central 
Services Division ensures that DEQ satisfies the legal and administrative requirements relating to human resources, organizational development, policy 
development and implementation, health and safety, budgeting, accounting, information technology and business systems. The Office of Policy and 
Analysis directs the development of the agency's legislative agenda, coordinates closely with other agencies and environmental and business stakeholders, 
and is a point of contact for a legislator or other elected officials and their staff to get information about DEQ or the environment. The Office of Outcome­
based Management implements, integrates and supports DEQ's outcome based management system, including alignment at the state level. 

Environmental factors 
A number of factors will affect DEQ's work during 2015-17. Although there are signs of slow improvement for national and state economies, DEQ will 
continue to have funding challenges in 2015-17. DEQ's federal funding is flat which means it will purchase less in the future and is not anticipated to 
improve during the biennium. General fund support and fee revenue for many of our programs are not adequate to continue base program work for 2015-
17. Neither funding type is expected to improve significantly for 2015-17. The reduced funding is especially problematic for work that has significant 
reliance on federal funds and General Fund, such as air and water quality monitoring, standards development, water quality permitting, TMDLs and air 
taxies, particulates and clean diesel. The agency received approval for a number of General Fund policy packages for 2013-15, though the projected 
General Fund shortage for 2015-17 may jeopardize the ability to maintain this new work in the future. 

DEQ is working to improve both the efficiency and effectiveness of delivering government services. One example is the agency began implementing an 
outcome-based management system in 2010. Outcome-based management is a system for setting goals for the agency's core work and using performance 
measures to frequently assess our progress in meeting those goals. With this system in place, DEQ can be more effective, use resources more efficiently and 
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improve its accountability and transparency. Although the whole system is not yet in place, the agency has been making steady progress over the last year 
to implement the system. During the 2015-17 biennium, DEQ will continue to implement its outcome-based management system, including completing 
the development of outcome and process measures and implementing recommendations from process improvement projects conducted in mid-2012. The 
agency will also complete development of its core work map, which illustrates DEQ's day-to-day functions. Each function on the map can be linked to a 
desired outcome, and each outcome is linked to a series of measures. 

Oregonians are concerned about exposure to toxic pollution. Public interest expressed in DEQ advisory committees and work groups that focus on taxies 
reduction have reinforced that concern. The public is concerned and wants to provide input on taxies reduction in their neighborhoods, as well as wanting 
to understand where taxies are, how they affect health and what the state can do about them. 

DEQ also anticipates its work being affected by external pressures such as lawsuits and federal regulations. For example, EPA is evaluating the latest 
scientific research which shows that exposure to lower levels of ozone pollution is more harmful than previously thought. Based on this review, EPA 
recently announced that it may tighten the health-based federal standard for ground-level ozone in 2015. Some Oregon communities are within the range 
that research identifies as unhealthy and may require DEQ to develop new clean air plans. 

In 2013, DEQ convened a stakeholder group to look at the future of the Oregon solid waste program. The result was the development of a 2050 Vision for 
Materials Management. The goal of the work is to address how to minimize the creation of solid waste headed to landfills by enhancing recycling 
opportunities including composting, encouraging more reuse and working with industry to minimize the creation of new solid waste through minimizing 
packaging for new products. The vision includes a fee increase and additional staff to promote implementation over the next three biennia. 

DEQ has aging information infrastructure that fails to adequately support internal needs as well as external needs such as transparency, access to key 
information, online permitting and databases and other technology tools that are expected by today's public and businesses. The 2015-17 budget request 
emphasizes opportunities to help the agency modernize in order to better serve external and internal needs. 

Lawsuits can affect the agency's work in ways that are often hard to predict and can cause DEQ to temporarily halt the issuance of permits or Total 
Maximum Daily Loads. Such is the case when the water quality standard for temperature was litigated in 2011. Not only can existing work be halted, 
lawsuits can create new work for DEQ, like the recent federal court decision that required permits for pesticide applications in, over or near water. As a 
result of that decision, DEQ needed to develop and administer a new general permit within the court-ordered timeline. This required staff to be redirected 
to work on the new permit, preventing them from following-through on other work commitments. It also increased the total number of permits managed 
by the program. Without adding more staff in general, litigation creates a lot of uncertainty for the agency as well as permittees and other stakeholders and 
can impede the agency's ability to meet its commitments. 

Agency initiatives 
DEQ will focus on several key areas during 2015-17: outcome-based management, funding core work, capacity building and modernization, economic 
development, community health and safety and meeting environmental goals. Much of the work ties to multiple Governor Office Initiatives, Program 
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Funding Team work, Key Performance Measures and agency management measures. A number oflinkages are noted below and more details are provided 
in individual policy option packages and program narratives. 

Outcome-Based Management. DEQ has been implementing outcome-based management since 2010. Outcome-based management is a system for setting 
goals for the agency's core work and measuring its progress in meeting those goals. DEQ assesses measure results quarterly to monitor results and to 
increase agency transparency and accountability. This system also integrates continuous process improvement; when the agency identifies problem areas, 
staff conduct problem solving events to make day-to-day processes more efficient and to improve service delivery. Outcome-based management provides 
the foundation for the agency's efforts in succeeding in the following initiatives: 

Funding Core Work. Core work is the daily work DEQ does to protect the environment such as issuing permits, inspections, providing technical 
assistance, developing clean air and water plans, environmental cleanup and brownfield restoration. DEQ is requesting fee increases and General Fund to 
support existing core work in several program areas. These include restoring positions that are no longer affordable in the water quality permitting program 
(KPM 3 and 4), materials management (solid waste; KPM 8), ballast water and emergency response. There is a request for Lottery Funds to support a 
shortfall in federal funding for ongoing development and implementation of clean water plans and continue nonpoint source work (KPM 5 and 9). 
Without new funding to support the loss of funding, there will be an erosion ofDEQ's ability to effectively protect the environment. Funding core work 
supports strategies in the Healthy Environmental Outcome Area. 

Capacity Building and Modernization. This area of focus includes requests for resources to take on new work, expand existing programs and to enhance 
DEQ's information technology systems. Areas of new or expanding work include funding for three policy packages addressing the clean fuels program, 
clean diesel (KPM 10) and implementing the new EPA greenhouse gas regulations for power plants. 

Information technology is critical to accomplishing DEQ's core work. DEQ developed an agency-wide information technology strategic plan to use to 
better prioritize IT projects and make better use oflimited IT resources. One critical outcome is the development of an annual technology implementation 
plan that queues up prioritized projects over a four-year period. DEQ places priority on infrastructure projects that automate manual processes, create 
efficiency and improve customer service. 

There are three policy packages proposed that will move DEQ's information technology forward. These include replacing the agency's wastewater permit 
system with a new commercial system that will initially serve the water quality permitting yet will be the initial module for an agency-wide permit system. 
Another funding request is for positions to help DEQ standardize and document its numerous business processes with a goal of providing e-government 
capabilities. This work is critical in order to purchase or develop the appropriate technology tools. This work will lead to future technology work on 
records management and online payments and reporting. The third request is related to a Clean Water Act biennial requirement to assess the quality of 
Oregon's rivers and lakes. Due to growing complexity of this work, DEQ will develop and maintain a water quality data management system and dedicate 
needed staff to analyze and interpret the data (KPM 9). Capacity building and modernization supports strategies in the Healthy Environment Outcome Area. 

Economic Development. Many development projects and issues facing smaller communities trigger environmental considerations. It is critical for DEQ to 
be involved early in these projects and discussions to ensure environmental issues are identified upfront and considered early on before these same issues 
become an impediment to the desired outcomes. In order to better address these needs, DEQ is proposing a seventh Regional Solutions Team member to 
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serve the Columbia River Corridor from Cascade Locks east to Umatilla. Currently this area is underserved by DEQ yet is experiencing a growth in RST­
type projects. The RST member would be co-located in The Dalles at the Regional Solutions Center. Progress on this work would be measured by the 
existing RST KPM, which is KPM 13 for DEQ. Economic development supports strategies in the Jobs and Innovations Outcome Area. 

Community Health and Safety. Successful implementation ofDEQ programs directly benefits community health and safety. Oregonians rely on clean air 
and water, quick cleanup of environmental spills from trucks and ships and disposal of hazardous wastes. DEQ is seeking funding to better support 
communities currently not meeting air quality standards for particulates. Communities use these funds to facilitate local planning work and to make 
decisions on burn/no burn day designations for woodstoves. This funding will augment existing funding that was reduced in 2011. There is also a request 
for permanent funding for air taxies monitoring and analysis work (KPM 12). The materials management and emergency response requests cited in 
Funding Core Work also support community health and safety. Materials management includes taxies reduction efforts such as community events to 
collect hazardous waste from schools and individuals (KPM 7). Emergency response ensures quick cleanup and safe deposal of oil spills which threaten 
waterways from accidents involving trucks, trains and ships. Community health and safety supports strategies in the Healthy Environmental Outcome Area. 

Meeting Environmental Goals. The above policy packages represent work or tools intended to meet environmental goals. In addition, they have been 
grouped to explain other critical needs. DEQ is working collaboratively with the Healthy Environment Program Funding Team and other natural resource 
agencies to better achieve nonpoint source goals for water quality in forested, agricultural and urban areas. This effort includes establishing clarity and 
consistency on developing measurable environmental outcomes such as stream restoration metrics and reporting, and the desire to focus restoration 
funding to the highest priority projects. 

DEQ is also requesting funding to provide incentives to encourage more counties or local service providers to take on the day-to-day operations of the 
Oregon onsite septic system program. Delivery of routine permitting and inspection functions are best delivered locally. Twenty four counties currently 
provide this service while DEQ still provides this service in 12 counties. The transfer of work to counties or local districts would allow DEQ to focus on its 
statewide oversight and technical assistance roles. Meeting environmental goals supports strategies in the Healthy Environmental Outcome Area. 

List ofDEQ legislation proposed for 2015: 

• LC 582 -Modify Clean Fuels Standard Statute 
• LC 583 - Clean Diesel 
• LC 584- Longer-term Financing for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) 
• LC 585- Ballast Water Management 
• LC 586 -Oil Spill Planning Fee Increase 
• LC 587- Materials Management: Goals, Measures and Improving Recovery 
• LC 588- Materials Management Stable Funding 
• LC 589 - Onsite Revolving Loan Program 
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Criteria for 2015-17 budget development 

DEQ's 2015-17 budget request focuses on air and water issues, pollution and waste reduction, outcome-based management and improving infrastructure. When 
developing the 2015-17 budget request, DEQ considered the following: 

• Goals detailed in the policy vision statements for the Healthy Environment, Jobs and Innovations and Improving Government outcome areas 
• The need to balance the state's highest environmental needs with the need to maximize limited resources 
• The governor's priorities 
• 2013 and 2014legislative commitments 
• Input from the Environmental Quality Commission, the public, stakeholders, tribes and regulated entities 
• Input from the Enterprise Leadership Team and the Natural Resources Cabinet 
• Revenue shortfalls and the effect on critical work 
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2012-2013 
2012-2013 Approved Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 

KPM 

1 
CUSTOMER SERVICE: Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency's customer service as "good" or "excellent": 
overall, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, availability of information. 

2 PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of air contaminant discharge permits issued within the target period. 

3 PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of individual wastewater discharge permits issued within 270 days. 

4 UPDATED PERMITS: Percent of total wastewater permits that are current. 

5 WATER QUALITY TMDLs: Percent of impaired waterbody miles for which a TMDL has been approved. 

6a CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: overall. 

6b CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: tanks. 

6c CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: hazardous substances. 

7 TOXICS PREVENTION AND REDUCTION: Pounds of mercury removed from the environment through DEQ's efforts. 

8 SOLID WASTE - Pounds of municipal solid waste landfilled or incinerated per capita. 

9a WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS- Percent of monitored stream sites with significantly increasing trends in water quality. 

9b WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS- Percent of monitored stream sites with decreasing trends in water quality. 

9c WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS- Percent of monitored stream sites with water quality in good to excellent condition. 

10 AIR QUALITY DIESEL EMISSIONS: Quantity of diesel particulate emissions. 

lla AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS- National Standards: Number of days when air is unhealthy for sensitive groups. 

llb AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS-National Standards: Number of days when air is unhealthy for all groups. 

12a AIR QUALITY- AIR TOXICS- Air taxies trends in larger communities 

12b AIR QUALITY- AIR TOXICS- Air taxies trends in smaller communities 

13 ERT: Percent oflocal participants who rank DEQ involvement in Economic Revitalization Team process as good to excellent. 

14 PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percent of Title V operating permits issued with the target period. 

15 BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS: Percent of total best practices met by the Environmental Quality Commission. 
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Proposed Key Performance Measures (KPM's) for Biennium 2013-2015 

Tide: WATER QUALITY TMDLs: Percent of impaired waterbody miles for which a TMDL has been approved. 
Rationale: This metric is not useful for measuring performance because the denominator (number of stream miles not 
meeting water quality standards) changes approximately every two years when Oregon updates its 303(d) list of 
impaired waterbodies. DEQ reports on another KPM which provides information on the performance of Oregon's 
water quality protection efforts by tracking water quality trends over time. 

Tide: TOXICS PREVENTION AND REDUCTION: Pounds of mercury removed from the environment through DEQ's 
efforts. 

Rationale: This KPM was developed in 2002 to measure DEQ efforts in removing mercury from the environment, for example, 
collecting mercury through household hazardous waste collection events and the school lab cleanout program. DEQ 
has partnered with other organizations such as the Thermostat Recycling Corporation, the Oregon Association of 
Clean Water Agencies and the Oregon Dental Association to support mercury collection, but currently has limited 
funding to collect mercury and this measure is no longer representative of agency progress towards reducing taxies in 
the environment. Moreover, mercury is just one of numerous taxies that have the potential to cause adverse impacts to 
people and the environment, and this measure does not represent the range of strategies needed for taxies reduction, 
identified in DEQ's 2012 Taxies Reduction Strategy. DEQ has proposed deleting this KPM and is working towards 
replacing it with a more substantive taxies reduction measure. 

Tide: AIR QUALITY DIESEL EMISSIONS: Quantity of diesel particulate emissions (in tons) 

Rationale: This measure was developed in 2007 as a goal to direct efforts reducing human health risks from exposure to 
diesel emissions building on the initial appropriation of state funds, authorization of state tax credits and available 
federal grants. House Bi112172 adopted in 2007 provided funding for cleaner engines and set a risk reduction goal, 
upon which the current KPM is based. The legislative goal is to "reduce excess lifetime risk of cancer due to exposure 
to diesel engine emissions to no more than one case per million individuals by 201 7." 

Much of the funding provided to DEQ in 2007 to assist operators with getting cleaner equipment or emission controls 
was removed by 2009 due to a budget cuts caused by the recession. Tax credits also sunset by the end of 2011. Without 
even that minimal level of funding, attaining the goal by 201 7 is not possible and we are proposing to delete the KPM. 
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Agency Mission: To be a leader in restoring, maintaining and enhancing the quaUty of Oregon's air, water and land. 

Contact: Keni Nelson 

Alternate: Melissa Aerne 

Gre·en 
= Target to -5°/c 

l. SCOPE OF REPORT 

Red 
42.9% 

Yellow 
= Target-6% to -15% 

Performance Summaey 
Yellow 

Red 
= Target> -15% 

ContactPbone: 503-229-5045 

Alternate Phone: 503-229-5155 

Exception 
Cannot calculate status (zero entered) 

This Annual Performance Progress Report for fiscal years 2012-2013 provides performance results Jelated to each of the agency's primruy 
environmental programs, land, air and water quality. Not aU sub-programs are represented in Key Performance Measures, but the highest ageucy 
priorities are renected in these measures. The 2013 LegisLature approved all the Key Performance Measures and related targets, witb two changes. 
First, the Legislature modified KPM 13a and l3b (now 12a and 12b) to more dearly measure the outcomes of DEQ's work to reduce air toxlcs and 
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Oregonian's risk from air taxies. The modified measures assess air taxies trends in larger communities (KPM 12a) and smaller communities (KPM 
12b). Second, the Legislature DEQ's deleted KPM 6 (Cumulative percent of chemical agent destroyed at Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization 
Facility) because as of October 2011, DEQ has destroyed all of the chemical agent at the Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility. 

For the 2015legislative session, DEQ is proposing to delete three measures. First is KPM 5, which measures the percent of impaired waterbody 
miles for which a TMDL has been approved. This metric is not useful for measuring performance because the denominator (number of stream 
miles not meeting water quality standards) changes approximately every two years when Oregon updates its 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies. 
DEQ can measure performance using another existing KPM that tracks water quality trends over time. Second is KPM 7, which measures pounds 
of mercury removed from the environment through DEQ's efforts. Mercury is just one of numerous taxies that have the potential to cause adverse 
impacts to people and the environment, and this measure does not represent the range of strategies needed for taxies reduction. DEQ is working 
towards replacing KPM 7 with a more substantive taxies reduction measure. Third is KPM 10, which measures the quantity of diesel particulate 
emissions (in tons). Funding to decrease diesel emissions has been reduced to an extent that makes it very difficult for DEQ to achieve the 2017 
goal of having the lifetime risk of cancer due to exposure to diesel engine emissions to no more than one case per million individuals. 

2. THE OREGON CONTEXT 
The Department of Environmental Quality's chief responsibility is protecting, maintaining and enhancing environmental conditions in Oregon. 
DEQ implements federally delegated programs for water quality, air quality and hazardous waste, consistent with federal mandates and the 
Performance Partnership Agreement negotiated between DEQ and EPA Region 10. The PP A establishes priority activities and required 
performance tracking for delegated programs. In addition, DEQ oversees state environmental programs including the states vehicle inspection, 
solid waste, underground storage tanks, spill response and cleanup programs. Program implementation includes environmental monitoring, 
permitting, compliance and enforcement, technical assistance and other voluntary programs and rule-making. DEQ has primary responsibility in 
achieving several Oregon Benchmarks and a statewide High Level Outcome (HLO), which have been adopted by the agency as Key Performance 
Measures. These include: 

OBM lOa (KPM #2) PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of air contaminant discharge permits issued within the target period. 

OBM lOb (KPM #3)- PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of individual wastewater discharge permits issued within 270 days. 

HLO 1 (KPM #5) WATER QUALITY TMDLs: Percent of impaired waterbody miles for which a TMDL has been approved. 

OBM 85 (KPM #6) CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: overall, tanks, and hazardous substances. 
OBM 84 (KPM #8) SOLID WASTE: Pounds of municipal solid waste landfilled or incinerated per capita. 
OBM 79 (KPM #9) WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS: Percent of monitored stream sites with significantly increasing trends in water 
quality, with decreasing trends in water quality, and with water in good to excellent condition. 
OBM 75 (KPM #11) AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS: Number of days when air is unhealthy for sensitive groups and for all groups. 
OBM 76 (KPM #12) AIR QUALITY- Air Taxies: Air taxies trends in communities. 

Protecting and enhancing environmental quality requires the collaboration and involvement of many local agencies, businesses, and Oregon 
residents. DEQ partners with federal, state and local agencies, and organizations to restore environmental conditions and to encourage individual 
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actions that are protective of the health and environment of Oregon and Oregonjans. More information about DEQ programs ;md partneiships can 
be found at http: / / www.Oregon.gov/ DEO. 

3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY 
DEQ is meeting t<ugets for five of its Key Perfonnance Measures. The specific Key Performance Measures for wruch 2013 rargers were met 
incLude: 

• KPM 6a (OBM 85)- CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: overaLL 
• KPM 6b (OBM 85)- CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: tanks. 
• KPM 6c (OBM 85) -CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: bazru·dous substances. 
• KPM 8 (OBM 84)- SOLID WASTE: POLmds of municipal solid waste landfLlled or incinerated per capita. 
• KPM 9c (OBM 79c) - WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS - Percent of monitored stream sites with water quality in good to exceUent 

conditions. 

DEQ is not meeting targe-ts for 15 Key Performance Measures, including permit timeliness in the air and water quality programs, and air and water 
quality condilions (with the exception that DEQ did meet its tat·gets for streams in good to excellent condition, identified above). Specilkally, the 
following Key Performance Measures did not meet 2013 targets: 

• KPM 2 (OBM I Oa)- PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of air contaminant discharge permits issued within the target period. 
• KPM 3 (OBM lOb) - PERMJTTIMELINESS: Percentage of individual wastewater dischru·ge permjts issued withjn 270 days. 
• KPM 4 - UPDATED PERMITS: Percent of total wastewater permits that are cun·ent. 
• KPM 5 (HLO l) - WATER QUALITY TMDLs: Percent of impaired waterbody miles for wbich a TMDl. has been approved. 
• KPM 7- TOXICS PREVENTION ANTI REDUCTION: Pounds ofmercul)' removed fi"om the environmenttl1rough DEQ's efforts. 
• KPM 9a (OBM 79a) - WATER QUAL TTY CONDITIONS: Percent of monitored stream sites with significantly increasing trends in water 

quality. 
• K."PM 9b (OBM 79b) - WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS - Percent of monitored stream sites wit11 decreasing trends in warer quality . 
• KPM 10- AIR QUALITY DIESEL EMISSIONS: Quaotity of particulate emissions. 
• KPM lla (OBM 75a)- AJR QUALITY CONDITIONS . Number of days when air is unhealthy for sensitive groups. 
• KPM lib (OBM ?Sb)- AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS- Number of days when air is unhealthy for all groups. 
• KPM 1 Za (OBM 76}- AIR QUAUTY-AJR TOXJCS: Air toxics trends in larger communities. 
• KPM 1 Zb (OBM 76)- AIR QUALTTY-AJR TOXICS: Air toxjcs trends jn smaller communities. 
• KPM 13 - RST: Percent of local participants who rank DEQ involvement in Regional Solutions Teams as good to excellenL 
• KPM 14 - PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percent of Title V operating permits issued wjtbin the tru·get period. 
• KPM 15 - BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS: Percent of total best practices met by the Environmental Quality Commission 
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DEQ does not have new results to report for the following measures: 
• KPM 1 - CUSTOMER SERVICE: Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency's customer service as good or excellent: 

overall, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, availability of information. 

This measure does not align with the KPM reporting period. It relies on data that is collected through a survey that is conducted after the August 
29, 2014 submittal deadline for DEQ's annual KPM report. We will be developing a strategy to gain alignment, where possible. The 2012 results 
from KPMs 1 are included in this report; 2013/14 results will be included in the annual report that DEQ will submit in late 2014 with its 
governor's request budget. 

During the last biennium, in an effort to improve both the processes and outcomes of our work, DEQ focused on outcome-based management. 
One of the processes that we evaluated was our permitting timeliness. The evaluation is completed and we are currently implementing several 
strategies to improve our permit timeliness. 

Another effort of our outcome-based management strategy is to focus on overall outcomes and align these with our key performance measures. We 
currently have clustered our KPMs with our agency process and outcome measures so we can ensure that our KPMs are integrated into our 
measurement and planning processes. We will evaluate each of our KPMs and determine if they need to be modified during the 2015legislative 
session to better reflect current challenges and goals, and to ensure that they more effectively report on short-term benchmarks that lead to long 
term goals. 

4. CHALLENGES 
Actions to improve air, land and water quality frequently do not result in demonstrable short term results. For instance, improving temperature 
conditions in water quality limited streams requires establishment of healthy riparian zones. These riparian zones can take decades to establish. 
Actions such as these are appropriate (and have additional benefits such as reducing sedimentation to streams), but our measures may not reflect 
these smaller, incremental gains that are being achieved. We are looking at our outcome measures on environmental quality to see if there are 
better ways to reflect the incremental successes that occur. Another challenge is that external forces (such as wildfires) can affect our KPMs 
(healthy air days in this case). Although the impact to the air quality is real and measurable, there are not controls that the agency can put in place 
to prevent these. 

5. RESOURCES AND EFFICIENCY 
DEQ's legislatively adopted budget for FY 2013-15 is $328,571,035. Of this $196,756,963 makes up DEQs operating budget which funds DEQ 
operations. Local communities and partners receive the balance from DEQ to spend on local environmental projects, notably programs such as the 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund for Wastewater and Stormwater and federal stimulus funding. 

Since 2009, DEQ has been conducting innovation and streamlining efforts as a way to be more effective in accomplishing the agency's mission and 
delivering services. Additionally, DEQ began implementing an outcome-based management system in 2010. Outcome-based management is a 
system for setting goals for the agency's core, or day-to-day work, and for developing and using performance measures to frequently assess our 
progress in meeting those goals. With this system in place, DEQ expects to perform its work more effectively, use our resources more efficiently 
and improve the accountability and transparency of our work. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of 1 n. KEY 'MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#l J CUSTOMER SERViCE: Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency's customer service as "good" I 
or "excellent"; overall, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, availability of information. 

2006 

Goal EXCELLENCE; Delivering outstanding public service and using customer feedback to improve our service, 

While there are no Oregon benchmarks or high level outcomes related to this measure, excellence i:n customer service is a 
OregoJJ Conte.'\:t state government priority, and state agencies ru·e required to measure results. DEQ ranks customer service as one of its 

top desired agency outcomes. 

Data Source 
Since 2006, DEQ has surveyed its permitting customers biennially. Beginning fal12014, DEQ will survey permitting and 
other customers on an ongoing basis with the goal of improving services. These results reflect the 20 12 biennial customer 
service survey of air, and water quality permitted sources and ousite septic system home owners. 

Owner DEQ central Services division. Melissa Aerue, 503-229-5155. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
DEQ's stmtegy is to improve timeliness, accuracy and 
availability ofinfOJmation to permitting customers to 
improve overall customer service ratings. 

KPMI: customer satisfaction ratings for air and water permittees 
and on site septic customers 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The target is 85 percent. on a scale from 0 to I 00 percent, for 
all categories. This target is based on the percent of 
customers surveyed tl1at rate DEQ as very good to excellent 
for six categories: accuracy. availability of in formation, 
expertise, helpfulness, timeliness and overall. A higher 
percentage represents a better score for U1is measure. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The 2012 survey showed scores that remained sready from 
the 20 I 0 results in all sL'< categories. The "overall" category 
had a decline of one percent liom the 20 I 0 results, with all 
od1er categories having an increase of one or more percent 
from the 2010 results. Comparing U1e 2008, 2010 and 2012 
results, customer satisfaction appears consistent across the 
six categories. 
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Deviations within each category are between one and five percent over the three sample years. Each category in every sample year is below the 
target of 85 percent, illustrating a general need for improvement in this area.2006 results (not shown in graph)-Accuracy: 87 percent-Availability of 
information: 82 percent-Expertise: 78 percent-Helpfulness: 87 percent-Timeliness: 87 percent-Overall: 87 percent 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Results seem to be fairly steady over the past four years, though not meeting the target. Compared to the DAS customer service survey results, 
which uses the same questions and target as DEQ's survey, DEQ appears to be slightly higher ranked across the six categories for 2010 data. 2012 
data is not yet available from DAS for comparison.DAS 2010 customer service results, against a target of 85 percent-Accuracy: 64 percent (DEQ: 
68)-Availability of information: 55 percent (DEQ: 60)-Expertise: 67 percent (DEQ: 71)-Helpfulness: 66 percent (DEQ: 76)-Timeliness: 62 percent 
(DEQ: 65)-0verall: 60 percent (DEQ: 72)The respondents for the DAS survey are not the same as the respondents for the DEQ survey, so this is 
not a direct comparison. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
While staff continue to receive high marks for helpfulness, complicated processes, regulations and requirements in the permitting programs add up 
to slower service and correlating lower customer service ratings. Budget shortfalls in recent years have resulted in fewer permitting staff, which 
also contributes to permit delays. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ has adopted an outcome-based management for all programs to improve services and ensure results. Agency staff are engaged in process 
improvement efforts that will create more efficient and effective permitting and inspections while also resulting in improved environmental results 
and customer service. DEQ's next step is to implement staff process improvement recommendations and measure their effectiveness. One of the 
recommendations is to frequently gather customer feedback and use the information on an ongoing basis to streamline processes and improve 
services. DEQ plans to gather customer feedback in all programs within the next year. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The Portland State University Survey Research Lab conducted the survey during May 2012. PSU used a telephone survey to statistically 
sample targeted populations. The survey was administered to a representative sample ofDEQ customers statewide including 500 permit holders 
and 1800 vehicle inspection customers. The ranges of sampling variability were computed at the 95 percent confidence level. DEQ established the 
baseline for these survey questions with these groups in 2006. DEQ is currently revising its approach to collecting customer feedback and 
anticipates surveying more customer groups for the next reporting period. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALlTY DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 
KPM #2 J PERMrT TIMEUNESS: Percentage of air contaminant discbarge permits issued within the targetperiod. J 1992 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'S AIR AND WATER. 
KPM #2 is also Oregon Benchmark #1 Oa. It lliiks to: (I) Oregons Statewide Planning Goal6: Air, water, and land resou1ces 

Oregon Context quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06))1 (2) Oregon Sbines Goall: Quality jobs for all Oregonians, and (3) Oregon Shines Goal 3: 
H.ealtby, Sustainable sun·oundlngs. 

Data Source DEQ Air Quality Permi.tTrackiog database. 

Owner DEQ Air Quality Program. Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
Alr Contaminant Dischru·ge Permits (ACDP) are required for 
construction of new and modified point sources of aU sizes as 
well as operation of medium sized point sources and smaller 
sources of hazardous :tir pollution. DEQ manages air quality 
permitting resources to ensure that time-critical permits are a 
high priorfty.ln addition, DBQ invests in process 
improvements to streamline, create efficiencies and reduce the 
staff time required to issue permits. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 

Processing targets are set for the different types of permits and 
range fiom 30 days for the simplest permits to 365 days for the 
most complex permits. DEQ's goal is to issue 90 percent of 
ACDP permits within the target periods. This goal sets a high 
standard for issuing pe1mlts in a timely manner. Businesses 
need quick turnaround times on permits to construct, expand 
or modify lhcir operations. A high percentage of timely 
permits issued was a key econom ic development benchmark 
that was long tracked by the Oregon Progress Board and one 
indicator of an efficient permitting program. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 

In 2001, DEQ streamlined the ACDP permitting process and developed general permits to expeditiously permit entire source categories under one 
permit rather than more time-consuming individual permits. Streamlining significantly decreased the time required to issue a permit. Along with 
streamlining, DEQ shortened the target period for timely processing of ACDP permits from an average of 167 days to an average of 69 days. 

ACDP timeliness historically hovers around 80 percent with some exceptions. In 2008, previously issued general permits came up for renewal and 
were reassigned, an easy process that resulted in a dramatic jump in timeliness to 96 percent. In 2010, EPA adopted new federal standards called 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) to reduce toxic air pollution from smaller manufacturing facilities and 
smaller businesses called "area sources." Area sources have lower emissions of air taxies than major sources, but due to the sheer number of 
sources, they can and do contribute significant amounts of toxic air pollution to local air sheds. DEQ issued simplified general permits for most of 
these new area sources but the volume of sources (1,500 in 2010 up from 150 in previous years) drove timeliness down to 55 percent. In 2013, 
timeliness was 80 percent. Time spent on high profile permitting issues, such as the proposed coal terminals and high turnover rate in permitting 
staff made the timeliness target of 90 percent unattainable. 

While the 90 percent timeliness goals are not being met, DEQ prioritizes work and makes sure that critical permitting gets done. For example, 
permits that must be issued before a source can proceed with a construction project receive high priority and get processed before more routine 
work, resulting in more routine work not meeting timeliness targets. As noted above, this key performance measure was a long-time Oregon 
economic benchmark and DEQ's prioritization efforts address the intent of the benchmark. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 

There are no formal public or private industry standards for permit issuance; however, there is a clear expectation that permits be issued in a timely 
manner. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

Over the years, permit streamlining and the development of simplified general ACDP permits have had the most significant positive effects on 
permit timeliness. DEQ was able to cut processing times by more than half and still exceed targets because of streamlining in the early part of the 
decade. Recently, when EPA initiated federal regulations for new air pollution sources, DEQ implemented those regulations by developing a 
simple registration process for small businesses that meet certain environmental criteria and by issuing a large number of general permits. While 
registration and simplified general permits have saved time, many of the new sources are small businesses new to regulation and DEQ has spent a 
considerable amount of time providing technical assistance, education and outreach, leaving less time to meet permit timeliness goals. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Maintaining adequate staffing and continuous improvement to permit processing are the key actions for attaining and sustaining the permit 
timeliness goal. The ACDP program is supported by fees along with small amounts of general fund and federal funds. It will be important to retain 
all three funding sources to maintain adequate staffmg. At the same time, DEQ must continue to develop new general permits and add procedural 
improvements like the proposed air quality permitting rule update planned for early 2015. Part of this rulemaking will reorganize and clarify air 
quality rules, making permitting easier. During the 2013-2015 biennium, DEQ will also improve permit drafting resources such as guidelines and 

Agency Summary: Page 03-30 

ED_ 454-000304761 EPA-6822_009785 



templates for permit drafting used by our permit writers. DEQ's ability to process ACDP permits in a timely manner is important to future 
economic development, especially for new facilities and for existing facilities modifying their operations. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 

The reporting cycle is a calendar year. The strength of the data is that records exist on each of the ACDP permit actions taken by DEQ during the 
year. The primary weakness of the system is that the data's validity depends on accurate entry by multiple individuals. A secondary weakness of the 
data is the non-weighted value of a permit action; complex permit actions require significantly more resources than simple ones but impact the 
reported data in the same way. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALlTY DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 
KPM#3 J PERMrT TIMELINESS: Percentage of individual wastewater discharge permits issued within 270 da_ys. I 1992 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'S AIR AND WATER. 
K.PM #3 is also Oregon Benchmark #lOb. It links to: (1) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal6: Alt, water, and land resources 

Oregon Context quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06))> (2) Oregon Shines Goal 1: Quality jobs for all Oregonians, and (3) Oregon Shines Goal 3: 
Healthy, Sustainablesurround.ings (Oregon Benci.Jmark 78, Stream Water Qualily.) 

Data Source Water Quality Program database 

Owner Water Quality Program, Karen Tarnow (503) 229-5988 

1. OUR STRATEGY 
To achieve this goal, DEQ continues to focus on ti.mel_y issuance of 
permits and reducing the penn it backlog. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Individual National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permits 
and Water Pollution Control Facilities permits are issued for five and ten 
years, respectively. Permits for ongoing operations may be 
administratively extended after permit expiration, but it i.s difficult to 
permit new or expanded activities tmtil a new permit ,is issued. The target 
sets a standard for issuing permits in a timely manner because businesses 
need quick tum-around times on permits to construct, expand or modify 
their operations. Hjgh percentages of permits issued in a timely manner 
indicate a sufficiently staffed and efficient program. DEQ lowered the 
target from 70 percent in 2007 to 50 percent for several reasons: DEQ has 
experienced significant staff turnover and has held positions vacru1t to 
meet budget needs; ongoing .litigation ; and DEQ permit workload has 
increased because of a greater number of permits ruJd increasing 
complexity to meet terms of settlement agreements and EPA 
requirements. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
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DEQ did not meet its 2012 target for timeliness. For new or renewal perntit applications submittedlo 2012 , 24 percent of individual 
wastewater discharge permits were issued within 270 days. Though significantly below our target, the 2012 data is ani mprovement 
from our 2009-201 J results. 

Agency Summary: Page 03-32 

ED_ 454-000304761 E,PA-6822_009787 



4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There are no formal public or private industry standards for permit issuance, although there is a clear expectation that permits be issued in a timely 
manner. DEQ gives priority to permits for new or expanding businesses. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
DEQ's inability to meet this KPM target is a result of several factors: lawsuits, permit complexity and staffing reductions. Lawsuits can 
cause DEQ to temporarily halt or reprioritize the issuance of permits while issues are being addressed, such as happened in 2012 and 
2013 due to litigation in federal court over the water quality standard for temperature. DEQ also found it necessary to redirect staffing 
resources to respond to litigation. During 2012, the wastewater permitting program monitored or participated in eight lawsuits 
affecting permit issuance. 

Permits have become more complex in recent years and require substantially more staff time to develop. This is driven in large part by 
the implementation of watershed-based water quality improvement plans which require more customized and site-specific approaches 
to permitting. Historically, pollutant discharge limits in permits were based upon existing treatment technologies, whereas today 
discharge limits are based upon local water quality conditions. DEQ requires considerably more data and more complicated analyses 
to develop permits that meet water quality standards and protect beneficial uses throughout the state. 

In DEQ's legislatively adopted budget, the wastewater permitting program was reduced from approximately 76 FTE in 2007-09 to 68 FTE in 
2009-11 as a result of increased costs, decreased permit revenues and reduced General Fund support for the program. DEQ projects that a revenue 
shortfall for 2015-17 will require reduction of at least an additional six FTE. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ continues to develop and implement strategies to improve the quality and efficiency of the permitting process. This includes 
identifying and training subject matter experts, issuing implementation memorandums (eight issued in 2012), issuing and 
implementing internal management directives (five issued in 2012), updating permit language templates (monitoring matrix and 
NPDES permit template for minor and major domestic permits completed in 20 12) and aligning permit renewal to a watershed 
approach. Subject matter experts will be available throughout the permitting program to provide support on technically challenging 
permitting issues that few staff encounter more than twice a year. Staff training and implementation of management directives and 
permit templates will improve quality and consistency of permits throughout the program. Integration of permitting activities with the 
watershed approach will allow DEQ to systematically gather and process data to inform a number of water quality programs including 
assessment and nonpoint and point source pollution control strategies at the appropriate geographic scales. 
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In 2010, DEQ began implementing outcome-based management. An important part of this system is process improvement. DEQ is 
conducting process improvement events focused on improving our permitting processes , including developing a timelier and more 
efficient permitting process and tracking the results quarterly. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The reporting cycle is the calendar year. Due to the 270-day target timeline, data for each calendar year is reported at the end of September the 
following year. 
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ENVffiONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I IT. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#4 I UPDATED PERMITS: Percent of total wastewater permits that are current. I 1999 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'S AIR AND WATER. 

KPM #4links to: (1) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal6: Air, water, and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); (2) 
Oregon Context Oregon Shines Goal1: Quality jobs for all Oregonians, and (3) Oregon Shines Goal3: Healthy, Sustainable surroundings 

(Oregon Benchmark 78, Stream Water Quality.) 

Data Source Water Quality Program database 

Owner Water Quality Program, Karen Tarnow, 503-229-5988 

1. OUR STRATEGY 
To achieve this goal, DEQ continues to focus on timely issuance of water 
quality permits and reducing the permit backlog. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Higher percentages of current permits are desirable because renewed 
permits incorporate current water quality standards to better protect water 
quality in Oregon. To promote timely permit renewal, DEQ's goal is to 
have 80 percent of all general and individual permits current each year. 
DEQ gives priority to permits for new or expanding businesses. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
At the end of 2013, 58 percent of general and individual permits were 
current, meaning DEQ did not meet its 2013 target. This percentage 
includes National Permit Discharge Elimination System permits 
and Water Pollution Control Facility permits, and excludes onsite septic 
system permits. 

DEQ continues to work with a group of stakeholders known as the Blue 
Ribbon Committee to identify and implement long-term improvements to 
the permitting program. Since 2005, DEQ has been implementing the 
Committee's recommendations. In 2010, DEQ began implementing outcome-based management, which included the development of outcome 
and process measures that the agency reviews quarterly to ensure timely response to issues and identify processes where efficiencies may be gained. 
As part of outcome-based management, DEQ also conducts continuous process improvement. In 2012, DEQ conducted a review of its permitting 
programs to identify high-impact, low-cost internal solutions to reduce the amount of time it takes to issue permits, and has been implementing 
recommendations that came out of that process. DEQ has also conducted process improvement events for other agency processes that will also 
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support permitting efforts. Collectively, these efforts have led to the implementation of a number of program/process improvements that will 
benefit permitting, including the following: 

• Subject matter experts are available throughout the permitting program to provide support on technically challenging permitting issues that 
few staff encounter more than twice a year. 

• Training and implementation of management directives and permit templates is improving the quality and consistency of permits 
throughout the program. 

• Developing Environmental Solutions- development of a set of tools that will support a thoughtful decision-making process that DEQ can 
use to determine how we tackle environmental problems and which ones to tackle first. 

• Inspection Protocol Development- creating best practices for all inspectors, regardless of program or region, that will support and guide 
their work. 

• Permitting Process Improvement- identifying opportunities to change DEQ's permit processes for improved timeliness and reduced 
backlog. 

• Permit/Inspection Plan Project- assisting project managers and teams to organize, execute, and maintain oversight of permit and 
inspection work; improve planning, improve understanding and documentation of reasons for falling behind schedule, and collect data for 
use in future process improvements. 

These improvements will enhance DEQ's environmental outcomes and customer service. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency reports to Congress the percent ofNPDES permits that are current. The federal national target is to 
have 90 percent ofNPDES permits current. DEQ did not meet that target for 2013, with 40 percent ofNPDES permits (individual and general) 
being current. This percentage includes only NPDES permits, and excludes NPDES stormwater, WPCF and onsite septic system permits. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The complexities of technical and legal issues encountered during permit development continue to affect DEQ's permitting schedule. DEQ 
continues to encounter lawsuits that delay large groups of permits (for example, permits with temperature limits). Specific permit actions are also 
frequently subject to legal challenges that require the assistance of technical staff. In addition, the number of requests for new permits or major 
modifications of existing permits that DEQ may receive are not predictable and can disrupt permit issuance schedules. DEQ continues to improve 
existing tools and provide new tools to permit writers to assist in the development and issuance of permits. All of these activities shift resources 
away from permit renewals, causing delays in renewal. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ needs to continue to develop and implement strategies to improve the quality and efficiency of the permitting process. This includes creating, 
updating and implementing internal management directives (which are similar to standard operating procedures); updating permit templates and 
strategically developing permit issuance schedules and aligning program resources to achieve permit issuance targets. These efforts are designed to 
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improve the quality and consistency of permits throughout the program. DEQ will also be focusing on utilizing its new organizational structure to 
improve the efficiency of its processes and delivery of permits. 

To help meet the goal for current permits, DEQ needs to continue to invest in training and tools for staff to ensure that they have the most current 
information, data and skills to resolve the complex environmental and regulatory challenges. DEQ will update key guidance documents and will 
continue to offer topic specific training as well as workshops for permit writers. DEQ will be working on a new Permit Writers' Manual 
and improving database systems. DEQ is working towards achieving better integration among the water quality program activities (for 
example, permitting, onsite septic systems water quality standards, and water quality improvement plans). 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The reporting cycle is the calendar year. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY D EPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#S J WATER QUAUTYTMDLs: Percent of impaired waterbody miles for which a TivfDL has been approved. J 1999 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'SAJRANDWATER 

Orego.n Context 
KPM #5 links to HLO #I: Percent of Oregon stream miles impaired Oregons 303d list, and Oregon Benchmark #78, which 
reports on water quality trends in monitored streams. 

Data Source 
DEQ Water Quality Program files on TMDls issued by Oregon DEQ and approved by EPA. and the 2004/2006-approved 
303d list of impaired waterbodies. 

Owner DEQ Water Quality Program. Gene Foster, (503) 229-5325. 

1. OUR STRATEGY 
DEQ implements d1eTota1 Maximum Oail_y Load (lMDL or 
clean water plan) program based on a federal settlement 
agreement and Water Quality program priorities. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The targets are based on the number of stream miles for which 
TMDLs have been developed to address aU designated 
pollutant impaiJments, relative to the total number ofsb·eam 
miles that are designated as not meeting water quality 
standards for one or more pollutants. The list of impaired 
waterbodies (Oregon's 303d list) is updated approximately 
every two years as water quality standards change and 
additional data is collected. The current 303d list contains 
14,209 su·eam miles that are impaired aod in need of a TMDL 
Thus, tbis measure tracks our progress in issuiugTMDLs as a 
percentage of U1e total number of impaired waterbodies. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
For 2013, DEQ feU slightly short of irs target, with approved 
TMDLs in place for 11,124 or 78 percent of impaired stream 
miles rather than the target of81 percent. DEQ has made good 
progress in developing TMDLs and is currently focused on 
technical and monitoring work needed for development of 
complex TMDLs in large basins. 
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4. HOW WE COMPARE 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency sets national goals for water quality improvements. The completion ofTMDLs is an important step 
towards meeting these goals. Oregon has generally been in the forefront ofTMDL development, and has often been called out as a model for how 
TMDLs should be developed. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The rate of TMDL completion was slowed in recent years due to litigation, reductions in funding, and longer-than-expected timeframes for 
completing TMDLs in some very large basins. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
There are many waterways in Oregon that have water quality pollution problems that do not have TMDLs and DEQ continues to work on 
TMDLs throughout the state. In addition, DEQ is developing "implementation ready" TMDLs in the Coastal N onpoint Management Area 
to gain approval of our Coastal N onpoint Source Management Plan as required by the federal Coastal Zone Reauthorization Act 
(CZARA). These coastal TMDLs are a high priority for the water quality program and resource allocation will continue to reflect this priority. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The data is reported as the number ofTMDLs completed for each calendar year, although EPA sets its targets based on the federal fiscal year. The 
number of river miles is determined based on the most recently approved 303d list of impaired waterbodies, approved by EPA in 2012. DEQ is 
proposing to delete this KPM because the 303(d) list is updated approximately every two years, resulting in an ever changing baseline of the total 
number of impaired stream miles, making comparisons over time unclear. 
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ENVffiONMENTAL QUALITY, D EPARTMENT of 1 n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM #6a I CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites deaned up: overall. I 2007 

G oal PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS. 

Oregon Contn1. KPM #6 is also Oregon Benchmark #85. It links to (I) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water and land resouJ•ces 
quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); and (2) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, sustainable surroundings. 

Datct Source Environmental Oeanup Site Information (ECSI) database; Leaking Uuderground Storage Tank database. 

Owner DBQ Land Quality Program. Tom Roick, (503) 229-5502. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
This performance measure combines tank sites (such as home 
heating oil and commercial gasoune service stations where releases 
of fuel from underground storage tanks have occurred) and 
hazardous substance sites (where releases of hazardous substances 
such as heavy meta.ls, chlorinated solvents or I;>CBs have occurred). 
The great majority of sites counted in this overall measure are tank 
sites. DEQ's su·ategy over the cleanup program's history has been to 
continually improve processes to make it easier and cheaper for 
regulated parties to clean up contaminated properties to appropriate 
environmental standards. For example, DEQ uses risk based 
con·ective action guidance that initially applied to petroleum 
cleanups but bas been expanded to include other hazardous 
substances. DEQ works with staff from the Oregon Business 
Development Department to find funding for brown fields 
investigation and cleamtp. Also, DEQ's prospective purchaser 
program is designed to encourage cleanup and redevelopment by 
addressing liability issues of those interested in bu)•ing contaminated 
sites. The heating oil tank cleanup program allows private 
contractors to certify that a cleanup bas been completed according 
to Oregon standards and has been quite sucoessful in promoting 
residential tank cleanups. In the last few years, DEQ's cleanup 
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program has developed and begun implementing improvements, which include better cost tracking and process streamlining, to achieve 
more timely cleanups and effective environmental results. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
This measure tracks the total number of sites cleaned up as a percentage of the universe of contaminated sites in DEQ's hazardous substance 
cleanup and tanks databases combined. The higher the percentage of sites cleaned up, the better we are doing. This measure was modified in 
2006 to align the Key Performance Measure and Oregon Benchmark by removing sites that are in the process of being cleaned up and 
measuring only those sites that have fully completed cleanup. Because of this modification, targets are not available for prior years. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
As of December 31, 20 13, DEQ's cleanup and tanks programs had overseen the cleanup of 82 percent of all sites identified, which is above 
the target of 80 percent. In 2013, this involved the cleanup of an additionall,586 sites, for a total of 34,672 sites that have been addressed out 
of 42,443 known sites. Although new sites continue to be identified, we believe the trend in completing cleanups will continue upward 
toward the 90 to 92 percent achievement level. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There are no relevant comparisons available. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Each year DEQ identifies additional sites that need cleanup, creating a "moving target" as the total number of sites increases. Nevertheless, DEQ 
has completed enough cleanups relative to new sites identified to make forward progress. The cumulative percentage completed has increased by at 
least one percentage point per year since tracking began in 1996. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ will continue to look for ways to encourage and enable property owners to take on cleanup and to improve DEQ's processes to 
complete cleanups quickly and efficiently. DEQ is working towards improving communications and cost controls and streamlining processes 
in order to move projects to desired outcomes more quickly, DEQ continues to work on solving technical challenges that will help facilitate 
cleanup, such as updating our ecological risk assessment guidance and establishing criteria for the management of contaminated 
sediments. The cleanup program is setting goals and measuring its progress in meeting those goals. Routinely measuring our progress will 
not only highlight results, but increase transparency and accountability. The system emphasizes continuous process improvement. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is by calendar year and comes from DEQ's leaking underground storage tank database, which includes both residential heating oil tank 
releases and commercial tank releases and Environmental Cleanup Site Information database. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#6b I CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste s!tes cleaned up: tanks. I 2002 

GoaJ PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOX£CS. 

Oregon Conte::l't KPM #6 is also Oregon Benchmark #85. It links to (I) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water and land resources 
4uality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); a.m.! (2) On::gun Shine:; Gual3: Healt.l.Jy, susta.ina!Jle sunuum.li.n~s. 

Data Source Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database. 

Owner DEQ Land Quality Program. Tom Roick, (503) 229-5502. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
DEQ's strategy is to maintain programs and guidance that facilitate 
tank cleanups, to use federa l funds al1d the state orphan site account 
to clean up when responsible parties are uoable to do so, to use 
available funding and other tools to encottrage dean up and to ensttre 
compliance with tank reguJations. The sites counted in this measure 
are tank sites only (home heating oil and regulated tanks, mostly at 
coounercial gasoline service stations, where releases of fuel from 
undergrou.od storage tanks have occurred). DEQ updates its dsk­
based corrective action guidance for regulated tank owners to help 
expedite characterization and cleanup of petroleum releases, and 
operates a program that licenses third · party contractors to complete 
and certify heating oil tank cleanups. DEQ a lso encourages 
prospective buyers of contaminated commercial tank sites to use the 
prospective purchaser program, which addresses liability concerns, 
thus facilitating investigation and cleanup. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
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This measure tracks the number of tank sites cleaned up as a percentage of the total universe oftank release sites identified and recorded in DEQ's 
database. The higher fhe percentage the better we are doing, with the long-term goal of between 90 and 100 percent oftank sites cleaned up. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
As of December 31, 2013, DEQ had overseen 83 percent of all tank sites cleaned up, just over the target of 82 percent. This involved the 
cleanup in 2013 of 1,538 additional sites for a total of 33,890 tanks sites that have been addressed out of 40,624 known sites. Progress in 
cleaning up regulated tank sites has reached 88 percent, due in part to the availability of federal grant funds to clean up sites without viable 
responsible parties and continued reductions in the number of new releases from regulated tanks. There have been on average about 50 new 
regulated tank releases per year over the past five years, compared to about 100 per year in the previous five years and several hundred in the 
early years of the regulatory program. Since DEQ started tracking tank statistics in 1996, the percentage of tank sites cleaned up has steadily 
increased. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
National data is available from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for regulated tank sites, which does not include heating oil tanks. As of 
2013, Oregon was above the national average with 88 percent of regulated tanks sites cleaned up, compared to 85 percent nationally. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Each year DEQ identifies more tank sites needing work, creating a "moving target" as the number of tank sites increases. Most cleanup work is 
funded by responsible parties, so economic factors also influence the number of cleanups. This is especially true for home heating oil tank cleanups, 
which typically happen during property transfers, so the depressed real estate market has decreased cleanup activity. The recession also decreases 
the number of regulated brownfield site cleanups. In addition, many of the remaining regulated tank cleanups are more difficult and beyond the 
financial means of property owners. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ needs to continue to use enforcement tools for regulated facilities that are out of compliance to help prevent future releases and to keep 
guidance up-to-date to facilitate tank site cleanups. The availability of federal funds for regulated tank site cleanup has declined, so DEQ will need 
to use remaining grant funds, prospective purchaser agreements and other tools to help leverage private and other available funds to clean up tank 
brownfield sites. DEQ will also prioritize its cleanup work to continue to meet its goal of reducing the regulated tank site backlog by 10 percent 
each year. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is by calendar year, and derived DEQ's leaking underground storage tank database. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#6c I CLEANUP: Percent of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up: hazardous substances. I 2007 

Goal PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOX£CS. 

Oregon Conte::l't KPM #6 is also Oregon Benchmark #85. It links to (I) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal6: Air, water and land resources 
4uality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); a.m.l (2) On::gun Shine:; Gua.l3: Hea.lt.l.Jy, sustainable sunuum.li.n~s. 

Data Source Environmental Cleanup Site [nformation (ECSI) database. 

Owner DEQ Land Quality Program. Tom Roick, (503) 229-5502. 

I. OUR STRATEGY KPM6c: Percent of identified Oregon 
hazardous waste sites cleaned up· hazardous substances 
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This measure tracks performance in cleaning up hazardous substance 
sites, a category that excludes undetground storage tank sites repo1ted 
in #7b. DEQ's hazardous substance cleanup program strategy is to 
prioritize work on sites that pose the highest risk to human health and 
the environment, to encourage responsible parties to investigate and 
cleanup sites through voluntary programs and to use a variery of 
funding sources and tools, such as prospective purchaser agreements, 
to stimulate brownfield cleanups. Recent strategies include 
implementing outcome based management to make the cleanup 
process more transparent, effective and efficient. DEQ has 
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already taken several steps to streamline its processes to improve 
timeliness and environmental results. 

Z. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
This measure tracks (he numl;>er of sites cleaned up as a percentage 
of the total universe of hazardous substance sites identified and 
recorded in DEQ's Environmental Cleanup Site Information 
database. The higher the percentage, the better we are doing. The 
39 percent target for hazardous substance sites is significantly lower 
than the 80 and 82 percent targets for measures 6a (all sites) and 6b 
(tank sites). The main dill"erence is that hazardous substance 
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investigations and cleanups may include a range of contaminants such as heavy metals, chlorinated solvents, and PCBs, and are often much 
more complex than petroleum tank investigations and cleanups. Additionally, state law requires property owners to decommission unused 
underground tanks; report, investigate and clean up leaking tanks; and disclose information about heating oil tanks during a property sale. 
There is no such law for hazardous-substance sites. Therefore, the majority of tank sites are cleaned up fairly quickly compared to more 
complex and expensive hazardous substance sites. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
As of December 31, 2013, DEQ had completed cleanup at 43 percent of all hazardous substance sites, above the target of 39 percent. This 
involved the cleanup in 2013 of 48 additional sites for a total of 782 sites that have been addressed out of 1,819 in the database. Since DEQ 
started tracking these statistics in 1996, the percentage of sites cleaned up has increased each year, a consistent upward and positive trend. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
There are no comparisons available. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
DEQ's continuing identification of additional sites creates a "moving target" in which the universe of sites increases each year as DEQ identifies 
more sites needing work. The number of sites cleaned up on a voluntary basis depends on the ability of responsible parties to fund cleanups, so it 
can be influenced by economic factors. Nevertheless, DEQ consistently cleans up enough sites each year that there continues to be an increase in 
the overall percentage of sites completing cleanup. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ's cleanup program priorities through the 2013 -15 biennium included: 

Improve the efficiency of investigation and cleanup of facilities through collaborative project planning and communication with 
responsible parties 
Employ enforcement tools to ensure timely investigation, stabilization and cleanup of high priority sites 
Use alternative strategies to investigate and cleanup facilities lacking a viable responsible party through brownfield initiatives with local 
communities, prospective purchaser agreements, orphan funding or financial settlements 

DEQ will also continue to use outcome based management to set goals, measure results and streamline processes that will result in more 
timely cleanups. Additionally, DEQ will continue to improve communications with responsible parties and to find ways to help control 
costs. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is by calendar year, and comes from DEQ's Environmental Cleanup Site Information database. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, D EPARTMENT of I D. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#7 I TOXlCS PREVENTION AND REDUCTION: Pounds of mercury removed from the environment through DEQ's I 
efforts. 

2002 

Goal PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVJRONMENT FROM TOXTCS. This is one ofDEQ's identified sustainabiJity measures. 

Oregon Contert KPM #7 does not directly link to a High Level Outcome, but supports Otegon Shines Goal 3: Heald1y, sustainable 
SUJTOU nd ings. 

Data Source Annual project reports. 

Ow nee Land Quality Program. Maggie Conley (503) 229-5106. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
In the past, DEQ provided mercury collection opportunities for 
homeowners and businesses, including free mercury coUections 
and mercury thermometer exchange programs. D EQ also 
worked with other organizations such as the Thermostat 
Recycllog Corporation, the Oregon Association of Clean Water 
Agencies and the Oregon Dental Association to provide 
add itional mercury collection opportunities. Jn 2013, DEQ's only 
remainjng merctuy reduction strategy was mercwy collection for 
schools through the SChool Lab Cleanout Program. An 
important part oftbis program was partnering with local 
governments. Under the School Lab Oeanout Program, DEQ 
provided a chemical expert to identify dangerous and 
unnecessary chemicals ln school science labs and art classrooms, 
including mercury, Management of these waste chemicals was 
paid for primarily by local govemments, 

ln the past few years mercury has been highlighted as a persistent 
toxin of particular concern, but m ercury is just one of numerous 
toxics that have the potential to cause adverse impacts to people 
and the environment. DEQhas a toxics reduction strategy with 
an integrated approach across programs to help prioritize our 
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work and focus resources on taxies of most concern including mercury. Collection of persistent toxic chemicals from homeowners and 
schools is one of the strategies identified to reduce persistent toxins in the environment. 

All of the collected mercury reported by DEQ's measure is recycled. This does not keep it from being re-released into the environment from 
new products, but does keep it from going to landfills, waste incinerators, and waterways and reduces the amount that is newly mined. 
Mercury management is an issue nationally because there are no mercury repositories to safely and permanently remove it from the 
environment. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
DEQ sets targets for anticipated mercury recovery based on projected program funding and partner participation. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
In 2013, DEQ supported programs that resulted in the collection of 13 pounds of mercury, well under the target of 120 pounds. The amount 
of mercury collected has continued to decline due to reductions in Solid Waste Program funding and limited ability of our partners to 
participate. If solid waste fee revenue increases in the future, DEQ may be able to reinstate mercury reduction programs. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
DEQ does not track mercury collections not funded by DEQ, so no comparisons are available. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The reduced amount of mercury collected in 2013 is a result of elimination of DEQ funding that supported other programs including 
household hazardous waste collection, the Oregon Dental Association Mercury program, the free small business mercury program and the 
thermometer exchange program, as well as the reduction in funding for DEQ's school lab cleanout program and home mercury pickup 
program. Solid Waste fee revenue has declined significantly over the last several years as solid waste disposal has declined, previously due to 
the economic downturn but also due to successful increases in waste recycled or otherwise recovered. The amount of mercury reported 
includes only elemental mercury collected. The amount of non-elemental mercury collected, such as that found in some laboratory 
compounds, cannot be estimated and reported with any accuracy. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Mercury is listed on the Taxies Focus List under DEQ's Toxic's Reduction Strategy. The strategy recommends collecting mercury through 
household hazardous waste collection events and the school lab cleanout program. DEQ has limited funding to collect mercury and this 
measure is no longer representative of agency progress towards reducing taxies in the environment. Moreover, because mercury is just one of 
numerous taxies that have the potential to cause adverse impacts to people and the environment, this measure does not represent the range 
of strategies needed for taxies reduction. DEQ has proposed deleting this KPM and is working towards replacing it with a more substantive 
taxies reduction measure. 
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7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data is collected from DEQ's school lab contractor and compiled annually by DEQ staff. Mercury data is only included in this report if 
DEQ contributed to the cost of collecting or managing the waste mercury. Mercury collected from households at locally sponsored 
household hazardous waste collection facilities and events, including those in the Portland Metro area, are not included. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#8 I SOLID WASTE · Pow1ds of municipal solid waste landfiUed or incinerated per capita. I 2002 

Goal INYOL VE OREGONIANS TN SOLVING ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS. 

Oregon Context As an Oregon Benchmark, rhis measure is also linked to: (1) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water and land 
resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)): and (2) Oregon Shines Goal3: Healthy, sustainable sunoundings. 

Data Source Landfill disposal tonnage reports. 

Owner DEQ Land Quality Program. Peter SpendeLow, (503) 229-5253. 

1. OUR STRATEGY 
DEQ's strategy for this measure is to develop information and adopt 
programs to reduce the amount of waste generated and to increase 
the amount that is recovered through recycling, com posting or 
energy recovery. Tbe involvement of all Oregonians Is cmcial. 
DEQ will promote understanding of significant greenhouse gas and 
other environmental impacts associated with the full life cycle of 
products and materials and identify and pursue strategies to reduce 
them; reduce waste generation by working with businesses on 
initiatives for better product design and preventing wasting of food; 
inform and promote more sustainable consumption, including 
eftbrts to improve state purchasing and reduce purcbase and use of 
household toxic chemicals; and target high impact materials for 
optimal waste recovery. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The targets were originally adjusted in 2008 to be compatible with 
the statutory goals of achieving a solid waste recovery rate of SO 
percent by 2009, having no increase in per capita generation of solid 
waste through 2008, and having no increase in the total 

KPM8: Pounds of municipal solid waste 
land filled or incinerated per capital 
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generation of solid waste in 2009 and subsequent years. Because the generation of solid waste dropped substantially io 2008 and we have 
corrected population information for calculating per capita disposal, DEQ has proposed to lower (make more stri.ngent) targets to maintain 
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compatibility with the statutory goals. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 

Oregon's per capita disposal rate was below the target (better) for 2013. In 2013 the per capita waste disposed or incinerated was 1,238 
pounds, which is better than the target of 1,438 pounds. Total waste continued to decrease in 2013, meeting the statutory goal of no increase 
in total waste generation after 2009. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Comparing Oregon's disposal rates to other states or to the national average is difficult because states define and measure their waste streams 
differently. However, Oregon's per capita waste disposal rate is substantially below the national average. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Programs that have increased recovery and reduced disposal in recent years include the expansion of recycling collection programs offering 
large roll-carts, establishment of an enhanced dry waste recovery program in the Portland Metro area and increased food waste collection 
programs. Other factors that have reduced the generation of wastes include the decline in newsprint, magazine and bulk mail generation, 
lighter weight packaging and reduction in construction and other waste related to the economic downturn that started in 2007. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ is implementing Materials Management in Oregon: "2050 Vision and Framework for Action," adopted by the Environmental Quality 
Commission on December 6, 2012. The framework focuses DEQ's efforts on identifying the most significant impacts across a product's full 
lifecycle, and taking action to reduce those impacts. To complete this work, DEQ will follow four pathways: building a solid foundation 
including research, knowledge and funding; evaluating and developing new policies and regulations; establishing better and more 
collaborations and partnerships; and supporting better education about sustainable materials management. This holistic approach helps 
DEQ work with partners in a changing world with new jobs, new opportunities and new challenges. The 2050 Vision proposes new 
approaches to guide state policy and programs and to achieve the best environmental outcomes at the lowest cost to society. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
All landfills and incinerators report the tons of waste they dispose to DEQ each quarter, except for very small facilities that report to DEQ 
annually. The larger landfills use certified scales and computerized recordkeeping to report disposal tonnage. DEQ has occasionally audited 
disposal data from selected facilities, and as more accurate tonnages are reported, past annual tonnages are updated. This reporting period, 
DEQ updated the reported amounts based on corrected data and 2010 Census population information. Additionally, to be consistent over 
time, this measure does not include the effects of a 2001 change in statute that directs DEQ to exclude from our annual material recovery 
survey report certain tons burned in the Marion County waste-to-energy facility. 

Agency Summary: Page 03-50 

ED_ 454-000304761 EPA-6822_009805 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, D EPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM #9a I WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS- Percent of monitored stream sites with significantly increasing ttends in 
water qualitv. I 1992 

Goal PROTECT AND TMPROVE OREGON'S WATER AND A IR; TM:PROVE ENVlRONMENT AL HEALTH, 

Oregon Contl',rt As an Oregon Benchmark, this measure is also linked to: I) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal 6: air, water, and land 
resources quality (OAR 660- 015- 00 (06)); and 2) Oregon Shines goal3: Healthy, sustainable surrounctings. 

Data Source DEQ water quality monitoring data. 

Ow nee DEQ Laboratory. Aaron Borisenko, Watershed Assessment Manager (503) 693-5723. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
All Water Quality programs at DEQ implement strategies whicb are 
intended to maintain (lnd improve overall water quality. This 
performance measme is linked to two goals: protecting Oregon's water 
and Oregon's statewide planning goal # 6, to maintain and imptove the 
quality oftbe air, water and land resouJces of the state. 
The protection of Oregon's water quality is a component ofbotl1 goals. 
KPM 9 is an important indicator of Oregon's overall water quality 
conditions and trends. This performance measure is a very high level 
environmental outcome indicator. Many factors influence overall water 
quality, and some, such as population. growth, land use changes and 
climate change effects, are beyond the immediate scope ofOEQ 
jurisdiction. Also, tile protection of water quality is shared by a number of 
agencies including the Oregon Department ofForestry, Oregon 
Department of Agriculture, and federal land managers like the US Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management 
KPM 10 (a,b,c) is based on the OJ·egon Water Quality Index. The OWQl 
combines eigbt important water quality measurements into a single 
number that tell us about Ute general surface water quality. It is based on 
readily available conventional water quality indicators including level 
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of nutrients, fecal bacteria, pH and dissolved oxygen. lt does not include toxic chemicals primarily because such data is limited. DEQ annually 
analyzes data from a network of approximately 130 ambient river monitoring sites and determines trends in water quauty based 011 tile most recent 
ten-year period, known as a ten-year rolling average. DEQ Uten summarizes data for the entiJe state. The term "significantly," as used in 
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benchmarks lOa and lOb, refers to statistically significant change at the 80 percent confidence interval. This is a conservative defmition which 
highlights real changes in water quality over time. DEQ further analyzes data from individual monitoring sites with the greatest changes in water 
quality to determine which of the water quality measurements are driving the change in water quality. The agency further evaluates what 
watershed activities can explain the changes in water quality. This information can then help us determine the effectiveness of water quality 
management strategies being implemented by many different jurisdictions. When conducting this analysis it is important to understand that some 
water quality improvement strategies, such as improving the condition of streamside vegetation may take many years before improved water 
quality conditions are able to be measured. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The performance measure incorporates three components related to stream water quality: increasing trends, decreasing trends, and streams in good 
to excellent condition. A greater number of streams with increasing water quality rather than declining water quality indicate progress towards the 
goal of protecting Oregon's water. In addition, maintaining or increasing the percentage of stream sites with good to excellent water quality also 
indicates progress towards the goal. DEQ last revised targets during a period of remarkable improvements in water quality. The current targets 
were revised in 2011 to set realistic, attainable goals that recognize the major improvements in water quality that have occurred in the past and that 
non-point source activities designed to maintain and improve water quality in the future will take longer to show measurable results. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
From approximately 1995 to 2004, water quality across the state improved dramatically and this was reflected in Key Performance measures 9a, b, 
and c. The rate of these improvements declined between 2001 and 2008 but began improving again more recently. In 2013, the percentage of 
monitored stream sites with significantly increasing trends over the previous ten years was 18 percent (24 of 131 stream sites). 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
No industry standards exist. The performance is based on changes in the OWQI at routine river monitoring sites throughout the state. The OWQI 
is used to describe general stream water quality status and trends. Oregon has been an international leader in the development of the OWQI and 
many other governments; local, state and national (Canada) have developed water quality indices based on the OWQI. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
A number of factors contributed to the large improvements in water quality that occurred from 1995 to 2004. During this period, DEQ developed 
many clean water plans for stream basins that did not meet water quality standards throughout the state. These plans, known as Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDL), in many cases required permitted sources to improve wastewater treatment and to meet stricter effluent discharge limits. 
Many of the streams with the biggest water quality improvements were in areas with clean water plans. In addition, during this time there were 
improvements in stormwater management in many basins and improved practices for protecting water quality being implemented on forestry and 
agriculture lands. The improvements resulting from these changes were reflected in the ten-year trends reported for years 1995 through 2004. Since 
trends are based only on the previous ten years and those improvements occurred over five years ago, current 10 year trend analyses no longer 
reflect those improvements. Many factors that contribute to water quality are outside the direct control ofDEQ. Responsibility for forested lands 
resides with several federal agencies and the Oregon Department of Forestry. Similarly, the Oregon Department of Agriculture is the lead in 
implementing water quality protections on agricultural lands. Many urban and suburban land use impacts as well as annual weather variations 
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and climate cbange all affect the quality of water in Oregon. Nevertheless, DEQ does work closely with sister agencies and jurisdjctions to 
establish activities to protect or restore water quality. 

6. WHATNEEDSTOBEDONE 
Tbe data for this benchmark are developed from a network of l 28 ambient monitoring sites on the state's majorrivers and streams. Analyzing d1e 
response ofwateJ quality to specific activities and sources of pollution will help to guide future actions. Implementation of dean water plans 
(TMDLs) and the periodic update of existing clean water plans are important efforts for improving water quality. Communicating water quality 
trends with other land management agencies will help to target management actions and keep pJogram activities moving forward , Finally, DEQ is 
evaluating new performance measure.~ that would display tlle link between the quality of Oregon's wate1ways and the work DEQ does to protect 
them. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Long term ambient water q11alit;y monitoring data are collected in accordance with the Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network Quality 
Assurance Project Plan. All data used has met strict data quality requirements. The statistical processes used to analyze the data are documented 
in the "Annual ~Water Quali.ty Index Summary Report" DEQ performs analysis oo a teo year data set AU DEQ monitoring data are accessible via 
the web at llttp· I / deql2.deu.state or.us/ tasar2/ . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of 1 n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#9b I WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS- Percent of monitored stream sites with decreasing trends in water quality. I 1992 

Goal PROTECT AND IMPROVE OREGON'S WATER AND AlR: IMPROVE ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH. 

Oregon Conte::l't As an Oregon Benchmark, this measure is also linked to: 1) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal6: air, water, and land 
resuu;n:es 4uality (OAR 660- 015- 00 (06)); and 2) Oregon S!Ji.ues goal 3: H ealthy, susta.iuault: surruuru.lilrg.s. 

Data Source DEQ water quality monitoring data. 

Owner DEQ Laboratory. Aaron Borisenko, Watershed Assessment Manager (503) 693-5723. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
All Water Quality programs at DEQ implement strategies which are 
intended to maintain and improve overall water q_uaJity. This 
performance measure is linked to two goals: protecting Oregon's water 
and Oregon's statewide planning goal# 6, to maintain and improve the 
quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. 
The protection of Oregon's water quality is a component of both goals. 
KPM 9 i.s an impOJtant indicator of Oregon 's overall water quality 
conditions and trends. This performance measure is a very high level 
environmental outcome indicator. Many factors influence overall water 
quality, and some, such as population growtlt,land use changes and 
climate change effects. are beyond the DEQ's jurisdiction. Also, the 
protection of water quality is shared by a number of agencies including 
the Oregon Department of Forestry. Oregon Department of Agriculture. 
and federal land managers like the US Forest Service an.d the Bureau of 
Land Management. 
KPM 9 (a,b,c) is based on the Oregon Water Qualicy Index. The OWQl 
combines eight important water quality measurements into a single 
number that tell us aboutthe general surface water quali ty. I tis based on 
readily available conventional water quality indicators includil1g level of 
nutrients, fecal bacteria, pH and dissolved oxygen. I t. does not include 
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roxie chemicals primaJily because such data is limited. DEQ annually analyzes data from a network of approximately 130 ambient river 
monitoring sites and determines trends in water quality based on the most recent ten-year period, known as a ten-year rolling average. DEQ then 
summarizes data for the entire state. The term "significantly, " as used in bencl1marks 9a and 9b, refers to statistically significant change at the 80 
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percent confidence interval. This is a conservative definition which highlights real changes in water quality over time. DEQ further analyzes data 
from individual monitoring sites with the greatest changes in water quality to determine which of the water quality measurements are driving the 
change in water quality. The agency further evaluates what watershed activities can explain the changes in water quality. This information can 
then help us determine the effectiveness of water quality management strategies being implemented by many different jurisdictions. When 
conducting this analysis it is important to understand that some water quality improvement strategies, such as improving the condition of 
streamside vegetation may take many years before improved water quality conditions are able to be measured. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The performance measure incorporates three components related to stream water quality: increasing trends, decreasing trends, and streams in good 
to excellent condition. A greater number of streams with increasing water quality rather than declining water quality indicate progress towards the 
goal of protecting Oregon's water. In addition, maintaining or increasing the percentage of stream sites with good to excellent water quality also 
indicates progress towards the goal. DEQ maintains a target of zero percent of sites with decreasing trends because it is consistent with anti­
degradation objectives outlined in the Clean Water Act and to strive for maintenance of environmental gains where they have occurred. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
The percentage of stream sites with decreasing trends in water quality has not met the target. In 2011 and 2012, the percentage of sites with 
decreasing trends dropped from 20 to 14 percent. In 2013, the percentage of sites with decreasing trends dropped even further to 12 percent. While 
not meeting the challenge of "no decreasing trends," the trajectory of the measure is headed in the right direction. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
No industry standards exist. The performance is based on changes in the OWQI at routine river monitoring sites throughout the state. The OWQI 
is used to describe general stream water quality status and trends. Oregon has been an international leader in the development of the OWQI and 
many other governments -local, state and international (Canada) - have developed water quality indices based on the OWQI. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
In 2013, two of the four sites with the largest declines were located on the lower stretch of the Deschutes River. The declines in OWQI at these 
sites were related to increasing pH and available oxygen (BOD). There were declining OWQI trends at another 14 sites across the state. No 
common causes have been determined for the declines in OWQI at these locations. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The data for this benchmark are developed from a network of 128 ambient monitoring sites on the state's major rivers and streams. Analyzing the 
response of water quality to specific activities and sources of pollution will help to guide future actions. Implementation of clean water plans 
(TMDLs) and the periodic update of existing clean water plans are important efforts for improving water quality. Communicating water quality 
trends with other land management agencies will help to target management actions and keep program activities moving forward. Finally, DEQ is 
evaluating new performance measures that would display the link between the quality of Oregon's waterways and the work DEQ does to protect 
them. 
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7. ABOUTTBEDATA 
Long-term ambient water quality monitoring data are collected in accordance with the Ambient Water QuaLity Monitoring Network Quality 
Assurance Project Plan. All data used has met strict data quality requirements. The statistical processes used to analyze the data are documented 
in the "Annual Water Qual icy Index Summary Report" DEQ performs analysis on a ten year data set. All DEQ monitoring data are accessible via 
the web at http· I / deg12.de0.state or.u.~/lasar2/ . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I II. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM #9c I WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS- Percent of monitored stream sites witb water quality .in good to excellent 
condition. 

1992 

Goal PROTECT AND fMPROVE OREGON'S WATER AND AIR; IMPROVE ENVlRONMENT AL HEALTH, 

Oregon Contert As an Oregon Benchmark, this measure is also linked to: I) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal 6: air, water, and land 
resources quality (OAR 660- 015- 00 (06)); and 2) Oregon Shines goal3: Healthy, sustainable surroundings 

Data Source DEQ water quality monitoring data. 

Owner DEQ Laboratory. Aaron Borisenko, Watershed Assessment Manager (503) 693-5723. 

J. OUR STRATEGY KPM9c: Percent of monitored stream sites with water quality 
All Water Quality programs at DBQ implement stTategies which are in good to exceUent conditions 
intended to maintain and improve overall water quality. TI1is 50 

perthrmance meastu·e is linked to two goals: protecting Oregon's water 
lOU 

and Oregon's sunewide planning goal # 6, to maintain and improve the 50 

quality of the air, water and land resources ofrhe state. so 
200( wos. 2006 2007 2004 i&U I 

Tbe protection of Oregon's water quality is a componeut ofbod1 goals, 200!1 Sl 50 SO l009 Z0\0 N II SQ -
KPM 9 is an important indicator ofOregou's overaU water quality 2001 2001 .18 49 49 .18 

conditions and trends. This performance measure is a very high level 
40 h o;;., L: ~ 47 4? ~ 

envimnmenral outcome indicator. Many factors influence overall water 
ill 

quality, and some, such as population growth, land use changes and 30 -
climate change etfects, are beyond DEQ's jurisdiction. Also, the 
protection of water quality is shared by a number of agencies including 
the Oregon DepartmeotofForestly, Oregon Department of AgricuJtw-e, 20 ~ - I ·- 1-- 1- 1-- - ,_ 

and federal land managers like the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management 

10 -KPM 9 (a,b,c) is based on tbe Oregon Water Quality Index. The OWQl 
combines eight important water quality measurements into a single 
number that tell us about the general surface water quality. 0 

KP~: 

It is based on readily available conventional water quality indicators Do to is represenu:d by petmur 

including level of nutrients, fecal bacteria, pH and dissolved oxygen. It 
Does not mtlude tOXIC chem1cals pnmarlly because such data IS lJm1ted. DBQ annually analyzes data ffom a network ofapprox1mately 130 
ambient river monitoring sites and determines rrends in water quality based on the most recent ten-year period, knovm as a ten-year rolling 
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average. DEQ then summarizes data for the entire state. The term "significantly," as used in benchmarks 9a and 9b, refers to statistically 
significant change at the 80 percent confidence interval. Th.is is a conservative defmition which highlights real changes in water quality over time. 
DEQ further analyzes data from individual monitoring sites with the greatest changes in water quality to determine which of the water quality 
measurements are driving the change in water quality. The agency further evaluates what watershed activities can explain the changes in water 
quality. This information can then help us determine the effectiveness of water quality management strategies being implemented by many 
di fl'erent jurisdictions. When conducting this analysis it 1s important to understand that some water quality 1 mprovement so·aregies, such as 
improving the condition of streamside vegetation may take many years before improved water quality conditions are able to be measured. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The target for benchmark 9c was revised in 2011 to a higher target because the benchmark has been met or exceeded for more than 10 years. While 
this target has been met for a long time, recent declines in the percentage of good or excellent sites make the revised target a reasonable measure for 
tile time beiug. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
We cuJTently fiud good or exceUent water quality at half the sites we routinely monitor. \.Vhile we are meeting our target for overaU water quality 
condition, over 50 percent of the sites still need improvement and diligence is needed to prevent the improved water quality of some locations from 
declining. In 2012 and 2013, 50 percent of tile ambient sites had good or exceUent water quality. Tracking recent gains in future yeats will be 
important. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
No indusll)' standards exist. The performance is based on changes in the OWQI at routine river monitoring sites throughout the state. The OWQJ 
is used to describe general so·eam water quality status and trends. Oregon has been an international leader in tbe development of d1e OWQJ and 
many other governments - local, state and internati011al (Canada) - have developed water quality indices based on the OWQI. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
This benchmark has stabilized and improved over the last two years. Increases in d1e percentage of sites with improving trends in 2012 and 2013 
helped to regain some grouud after a period of downward trends_ 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Tbe data for this bendm1ark are developed from a network of 128 ambient monitoring sites on the state's major rivers and streams. DEQ needs to 
continue working with our partners around d1e state to protect and improve Oregon's waters. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
DEQ collects long term ambient water quality monitoring data in accordance wid1 the Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network Quality 
Assurance Project Plan. All data used bas met soict data quality requirements. The statistical processes used to analyze tbe data are documented 
in the "Annual Water Quality Index Summary Report." DEQ pa·torms analysis on a ten year data set. All DEQ monitoring data are accessible 
via the web at l1npJ/degl2.deq.stare.or.us/ lasar2/ . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, D EPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM # IO I AJR QUALITY D IESEL EMISSIONS: Quantity of diesel particulate emissions. I 2007 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'S AIR AND WATER. 

Oregon Conte;\.'t 
KPM # II (air quality diesel emissions) is also linked to: (I) Oregon Progress Board Bend1mark #75a; (2) Oregon Progress 
Buard Bem.:hmark #12a; (3) Oreguo Statewide PlarHJiug Gual 6: PrultxtiJJg air, waler i:llld JaJJC.l tt'suun;es; and (4) Ort'gun 
Shines Goal 3: P rovide healthy, sustainable surroundi.n.I!.S. 

Data Source DEQ air quality emission inventory database. The inventory is resource-intensive to compile and validate. It is updated 
everv three y_ears on a schedule that meets EPA reQ_ortingrequirements. 

Owner Air Quality Division, Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

I. OUR STRATEGY KPMlO: Quantity of diesel particulate emissions (in tons) 
There are approximately 300,000 diesel engines tbat operate in Oregon 
each yeru· that will continue to pollute for around 30 years before being 
retired and replaced with engines subject to strict federal emission 
standards for new vehicles. DBQ has developed a Clean Diesel 
Initiative, an education and incentive program to retrofit or replace 
these oldeJ· engines. DEQ's focus is fleet outreach to identify specific 
operational etliciencies and equipment to reduce fuel consumption and 
diesel pollution. Fleets are encouraged to use cleaner fuels. including 
biofuels, install advanced exhaust controls and scrap old engines. DEQ 
seeks federal grant funding to provide the incentives. 

70ll0 -,.---

Z. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The 2007 Oregon Legislature adopted a goal (ORS 468A.793) to reduce 
the cancer risk from exposure ,to diesel particulate to one cancer in a 
million individuals oveJ· a lifetime of exposure by 2017. DEQ has 
translated this goal into an emissions target of no more than 250 tons of 
diesel p<uticulate emitted in 2017. Achjeving this goal would result in 
fewer cancer-related deaths per year in Oregon and reduced incidence of 
oU1er health effects including cardiovascular disease, asthma, bronchitis. 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disorder and other diseases. Another 
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benefit of reducing diesel emissions is that it also reduces black carbon, which is the second largest influence on climate change. Diesel engines are 
the largest source of black carbon in North America. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
In 2010 EPA revised diesel engine emission factors used to calculate pollution outputs based on updated information from vehicle emission 
monitoring. EPA also released a new emission model for mobile sources to incorporate this revised information. The apparent increase in 
emissions from the 2008 to the 2011 reporting year reflects the change in emission calculation methodology rather than an absolute increase in 
emissions. If prior year emission estimates were recalculated, relying on the current emission factors, the reported values in the prior years would 
be higher. 

The measure illustrates that diesel emissions remain at unhealthy levels in Oregon, but progress has been made. DEQ has secured federal grants to 
install advanced exhaust controls on school buses, construction equipment, cargo handling equipment, garbage trucks, transit buses, delivery 
vehicles and over-the-road trucks. With federal grants and Oregon tax credits, 40-year old engines have been replaced on eleven Columbia River 
towboats, substantially lowering emissions and fuel consumption. Six truck stops have electrified parking spaces where overnight truckers can 
enjoy comfortable cabs without idling overnight, and one railroad has installed idle reduction controls on their locomotives, saving significant 
amounts of fuel and lowering emissions (these engines typically run continuously even when not in use). At the current rate of progress, however, 
Oregon will not meet the diesel emissions target without additional funding or regulatory measures. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Although theN ational-scale Air Taxies Assessment covers all states, state-to-state comparisons are misleading and not recommended. Each state 
produces its own inventory of emissions based on methods unique to that state, so differences in risk among states can be artifacts of different 
methodologies. While EPA attempts to harmonize the data and develop a national estimate of health risk by state, it lacks reliability for 
comparison purposes among states. 

Diesel fuel consumption in Oregon is slightly higher per capita than other states and the fleet is slightly older than the national average. Exposure 
to the harmful effects of diesel exhaust is likely to be comparable to adjoining states. However, in both California and Washington, multi-million 
dollar financial assistance programs for public and private fleets have been in place to support cleaner engine repowers and exhaust control 
upgrades for many years. California has also adopted a program to phase-in requirements for using cleaner diesel fuel, scrapping old engines 
(including the option of moving old engines outside of California), repowering with cleaner engines and upgrading the exhaust control systems on 
existing in-use diesel vehicles and equipment. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The rising cost of diesel fuel has stimulated interest among fleets to improve their fuel economy and shift to lower cost fuels like natural gas. For 
others, environmental credibility is important. However, these factors alone are not likely to achieve the overall public health benchmark. Aside 
from using less fuel, installing advanced exhaust controls is the most cost effective approach to reduce diesel emissions. However, it is difficult for 
many businesses to justifY investing up to $16,000 per device, per vehicle, when the primary benefit of the investment is public health. Financial 
assistance has been crucial to achieving the gains to date. 
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In 2007 when the Legislature set the diesel goal, they also appropriated $1.0 million in state funds, as well as tax credits, for clean diesel projects. 
The economic downturn placed extraordinary pressures on the state budget, resulting in a rescission of about 20 percent of the General Fund 
appropriated for clean diesel grants in the 2007-2009 biennium and elimination of General Fund support in the 2009-2011 biennium. The federal 
economic stimulus (American Recovery and Reconciliation Act) provided $1.7 million in clean diesel project funding for municipal, school bus 
and transit fleets in the Portland area and in Klamath, Deschutes, Marion, Polk and Lane counties. Federal funding through the Diesel Emission 
Reduction Act continues but at very reduced levels. State tax credits expired at the end of 2011. The loss of funding for incentive programs has 
resulted in slower progress toward the target and legislative goal. The pace of progress is insufficient to meet the legislative goal and other 
systematic approaches are needed. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
Although emissions will be reduced over time as a result of fleet turnover with cleaner new engines, DEQ's projections show that even by 2026 the 
estimated cancer risk will still be five times over the target. At the current rate of progress, Oregon will not meet the diesel emissions target without 
additional funding and regulatory measures.DEQ convened a staff workgroup in 2014 to consider a wide range of policy approaches to reducing 
diesel emissions taking into account other program experiences across the country and internationally. The team evaluated wide ranging regulatory 
programs, market based approaches and enhanced financial assistance policies. DEQ is recommending incorporating clean diesel technology 
requirements in state and select local government contracts and purchasing to align public expenditures towards achieving the public health and 
environmental goals embodied in this Key Performance Measure. DEQ will also consider how modifications to the Diesel KPM may be necessary 
to reflect this program direction and make recommendations as needed. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 

This data is derived from an assessment of all air pollutants from all sources in the state that is compiled every three years. The 2011 calendar year 
is the latest available for this report. The inventory is made according to methods determined by EPA and used by state and local air quality 
agencies nationwide. Extensive quality assurance procedures ensure data quality. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM # lla I AJR QUALITY CONDITIONS - National Standards; Number of days when ait is unhealthy for sensitive groups. I 1992 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'S AIR AND WATER. 

Oregon Conte.'-t 
KPM # 12a (air quality conditions) is also linked to: (I) Oregon Progress Board Benchmark #75a; (2) Oregon Statewide 
Pl<mn.iug Goal 6: Pwtecllng air, water and land rt'!iources; and (3) Ort:gOn Sltim:s Goal 3: Provide healt!Jy . .sustaiuaule 
sunoundings. 

Data Somce DEQ air quality monitoring database. 

Owner Air Quality Division . Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
There are three elements in DEQ's so·ategy to improve and protect 
Oregon's air quality, I) In communities where air pollution levels do 
not meet the health-based national air standards (non-attainment 
areas), DEQ analyzes the air quality and works witl1 local advisory 
committees to develop plans to meet the federal standards. To gain 
EPA approval, t11ese plans must indude a demonstration that 
permanent and enforceable measures will result in attainment of the 
standard by fedetal deadli:rles. 2) [n communities whete tbe levels are 
close to exceeding the national standards, DEQ works with the 
community to reduce existing sources of air pollution to protect public 
health and prevent violations offedetal standards. 3) DEQ develops 
and implements statewide ait quality improvement initiatives to 
reduce emissions !Tom specific source categories (e.g. industrial 
factories. old polluting residential wood stoves, diesel engines and 
open burning) thar will improve air quality for all Oregonians. This 
includes implementation of federal measures. as well as development 
of voluntary and mandatory state measures to address Oregon-specific 
air pollution problems. 

DEQ tracks several ty{Jes of air pollution, including ozone, sulfur and 
nitrogen oxides, and fine particulate that can cause health problems. In 
Oregon, line particulate pol.lution poses a significant health risk, and 
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DEQ tracks two broad categories of this type of pollution: a) particulate caused by local and regional man-made sources like woodstoves, and b) 
particulate pollution caused by natural sources, most significantly annual wildfire smoke. Both man-made and natural pollution sources contribute 
to the unhealthy days tracked in this Key Performance Measure. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
DEQ strives to fully protect public health from outdoor air pollution. KPMs 11a was developed in 2006 to reflect the annual trend in actual air 
quality for sensitive individuals, which include children, the elderly, and people with existing medical conditions such as asthma, respiratory and 
heart problems. These people are at greater risk from the effects of air pollution then the general population. KPM 11 a indicates the number of 
days that sensitive groups of Oregonians breathe air that exceeds the federal health-based air quality standards for particulate matter, ozone (smog) 
and four other air pollutants. 

Reducing the number of unhealthy air days for sensitive population by half over the next five years is one of the outcomes of the Healthy 
Environment 10 Year Plan for Oregon and DEQ's target for the longer term is to eliminate unhealthy air days and, in the process, return Oregon to 
compliance with federal standards. DEQ strives to reduce pollution impacts from man-made sources. Unfortunately, natural wildfire smoke also 
causes significant particulate impacts on citizens and it is beyond DEQ's ability to meaningfully prevent or reduce these emissions. Each fire 
season DEQ leads a coordinated group of state and federal agencies to work with local governments to prepare for and cope with the smoke 
impacts experienced from wildfires. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
This measure illustrates that the air is unhealthy for sensitive groups to breathe in many Oregon cities on many individual days. The majority of the 
unhealthy air days are caused by elevated fme particulate levels resulting from woodstoves and other combustion sources. 

Oregon has made great progress in improving air quality, and thanks to a variety of federal, state and local emission reduction measures, all areas 
of the state were meeting federal standards by the mid-1990s. However, there are still numerous individual days when the air is unhealthy to 
breathe, and much work remains to be done to protect public health. One significant challenge is the increasing stringency of national ambient air 
quality health standards promulgated by EPA. Over the past 30 years these standards have become progressively more stringent and protective of 
public health as more and more medical research confirms the link between air pollution and harmful health effects. 

In 2006, EPA tightened the standards for fme particulate matter based on the most recent health studies at the time. Two communities in Oregon, 
Klamath Falls and Oakridge, violated the new standard and were designated as "non-attainment" (i.e. not in compliance with standards) by EPA 
necessitating emissions reduction planning. Non attainment status has both significant public health and economic consequences for these 
communities. DEQ is working with these communities to restore healthy air quality and rescind their nonattainment designations under the Clean 
Air Act. The Town of Lakeview is also violating the fine particulate health standard and DEQ is working with community leaders through EPA's 
"Particulate Matter Advance" program to improve air quality and avoid being designated as a nonattainment area under the 2006 PM2.5 standard. 
DEQ's strategy for working with all communities must also be forward thinking, as EPA is contemplating additional changes to national air 
quality health standard for ozone (smog) in 2015 based on new health research. 
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The year 2013 saw a marked increase in the number of unhealthy days experienced by Oregonians. The number of days statewide that were 
unhealthy for sensitive groups increased from 41 days in 2012 (with 15 caused by forest fire smoke) to 212 days (with 52 of the days caused by 
forest fire smoke). The majority of these unhealthy days were caused by wintertime woodstove smoke, combined with poor ventilation (air 
stagnation) conditions that greatly intensify air pollution levels. The 2013 winter season was cold and dry, with many prolonged stagnation events 
due to high pressure systems over Oregon in January and again in November and December. By contrast, there were no major air stagnation 
events in 2012 and the number of unhealthy air quality days in that year was much less. 

For 2013, 23 communities had unhealthy air days, and the three communities that currently violate the federal standard for fine particulate 
(Lakeview, Oakridge and Klamath Falls) experienced the most unhealthy days. Lakeview had 38 days, Oakridge had 13 days, and Klamath Falls 
had 24 days (four from forest fire smoke) that were unhealthy for their most sensitive citizens. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
For comparison purposes, DEQ uses data from an US Environmental Protection Agency database; however, not all monitoring sites are included 
in their data. Based on the limited EPA data, Oregon experienced more than three times the number of unhealthy air days that Washington 
experienced and more that two and a half times more days than Idaho. Many of Oregon's unhealthy days were in southern Oregon and were a 
result of air stagnation coupled with wood smoke. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Air pollution levels caused by man-made sources are affected by the amount of pollution generating activity occurring in each community, the 
amount ofresources dedicated to pollution reduction, and in many cases simply the weather. Very cold winters with periods of severe air 
stagnation can greatly intensify and increase fme particulate levels in communities. In the summer, prolonged periods of very hot temperatures 
combined with poor ventilation can intensify and increase ground level ozone (smog) pollution. Federal, state, and local air pollution reduction 
programs, such as woodstove curtailment, education, cleaner car standards, and industrial emission controls, all work together to reduce air 
pollution. Air quality monitoring also plays a vital role in allowing DEQ and local governments to assess air quality and health risk conditions in 
communities and respond appropriately. Each forest fire season brings different air pollution impacts depending on the frequency, location, and 
duration of forest fires. The air pollution trends presented in KMP11 reflects all these factors. In addition, medical research on the health effects of 
air pollution continues to advance, and EPA may continue to make national ambient air quality health standards more protective based on that 
science. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
For nonattainment communities like Klamath Falls, Lakeview, and Oakridge that currently violate national ambient air quality health standards, it 
is imperative that DEQ maintain its support of local air quality programs that provide public education, woodstove curtailment, and other 
measures to restore air quality to healthy levels. For other communities that may be at risk of nonattainment, like Burns and Prineville, DEQ is 
working with local officials on pollution prevention strategies. DEQ needs to maintain and build its air quality monitoring capacity to conduct air 
quality assessment and provide accurate data to state and local decision-makers. DEQ and other partners continue to seek a source oflong-term, 
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stable funding for woodstove replacement projects in at risk communities. Often paired with home weatherization programs, these stove 
replacement projects offer an important long-term solution to air quality problems in many rural communities, and are often focused on assisting 
low income wood burning households. To maintain and restore air quality threatened by other air pollutants such as smog, DEQ must continue to 
implement important pollution reduction strategies for motor vehicles, engines, industrial sources, and other sources of volatile and toxic air 
pollution. DEQ will continue to lead a coordination group of state and federal agencies to work with local governments to prepare for and cope 
with the smoke impacts experienced from wildfires. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 

This data is collected from monitoring sites throughout the state and is available through the DEQ website. The data is available for any 
timeframe, and is summarized by calendar year for this report. Measurements are made according to methods determined by EPA and used by 
state and local air quality agencies nationwide. Extensive quality assurance procedures ensure data quality. However, a significant limitation on 
this database is the number and location of monitoring sites. In this report, DEQ has based the count of unhealthy days for all years on measured 
levels above the most current national ambient air quality health standards, including the tougher fine particulate standard. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#Ilb I AlR QUALITY CONDITIONS - National Standards; Number of days when air is unhealthy for all groups. I 2006 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON'S AIR AND WATER. 

Oregon Conte..u 
KPM # 12b (air quality conditions) is also linked to: (I) Oregon Progress Board Benchmark #75b (2) Oregon Statewide 
PJau.n.iug Goal 6: Prutevllug air, water aud laud rt'!ioun.:es; aud (3) Ort:gou Shim:s Goal 3: Provide healtlJy. sustaiuaule 
sunoundings. 

Data Somce DEQ air quality monitoring database. 

Owner Air Quality Division . Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
There are three elements in DEQ's so·ategy to improve and protect 
Oregon's air quality. I) In communities where air pollution levels do 
not meet the health-based national air standards (non-attainment 
areas), DEQ analyzes the air quality and works witl1 local advisory 
committees to develop plans to meet the federal standards. To gain 
EPA approval, t11ese plans must indude a demonstration that 
permanent and enforceable measures will result in attainment of the 
standard by federal deadlines. 2) [n communities whete tbe levels are 
close to exceeding the national standards, DEQ works with the 
community to reduce existing sources of air pollution to protect public 
health and prevent violations of federal standards. 3) DEQ develops 
and implements statewide air quality improvement initiatives to 
reduce emissions !Tom specific source categories (e.g. industrial 
factories, old polluting residential wood stoves, diesel engines and 
open burning) thar will improve air quality for aU Oregonians. Th.is 
includes implementation of federal measures. as well as development 
of voluntary and mandatmy state measures to address Oregon-specific 
air pollution problems. 

DEQ tracks several tyJ,Jes of air pollution, including ozone, sulfur and 
nitrogen oxides, and fine particulate that can cause health problems. 
In Oregon, fine particulate pollution poses a significant health risk, 
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and DEQ tracks two broad categories of this type of pollution: a) particulate caused by local and regional man-made sources like woodstoves, and 
b) particulate pollution caused by natural sources, most significantly annual wildfire smoke. Both man-made and natural pollution sources 
contribute to the unhealthy days tracked in this Key Performance Measure. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
DEQ strives to fully protect public health from outdoor air pollution. The measure was developed in 2006 to reflect the annual trend in actual air 
quality for the general population. KPM 11b measures the number of days when the outdoor air far exceeds the federal health-based air quality 
standards for particulate matter, ozone (smog) and four other air pollutants. Reducing the number of unhealthy air days by half over the next five 
years is one of the outcomes of the Healthy Environment 10 Year Plan for Oregon and DEQ's target for the longer term is to eliminate unhealthy 
air days and, in the process, return Oregon to compliance with federal standards. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
This measure indicates that air quality is unhealthy for the general population on some days in some places. The majority of the unhealthy air days 
are caused by elevated fine particulate levels resulting from woodstoves and other combustion sources. 

Oregon has made great progress in improving air quality, and thanks to a variety of federal, state and local emission reduction measures, all areas 
of the state were meeting federal standards by the mid-1990s. However, there were still individual days when the air was unhealthy to breathe, and 
much work remained to be done to protect public health. One significant challenge is the ever increasing stringency of national ambient air quality 
health standards promulgated by EPA. Over the past 30 years these standards have become progressively more stringent and protective of public 
health as more and more medical research confirms the link between air pollution and harmful health effects. 

In 2006, EPA tightened the standards for fme particulate matter based on the most recent health studies at the time. Two communities in Oregon, 
Klamath Falls and Oakridge, violated the new standard and were designated as "non-attainment" (i.e. not in compliance with standards) by EPA 
necessitating emissions reduction planning. Non attainment status has both significant public health and economic consequences for these 
communities. DEQ is working with these communities to restore healthy air quality and rescind their nonattainment designations under the Clean 
Air Act. Lakeview is also violating the standard and DEQ is working with community leaders through EPA's "Particulate Matter Advance" 
program to improve air quality before it is officially designated as a nonattainment area under the new standard. DEQ's strategy for working with 
these communities must also be forward thinking, as EPA is contemplating additional changes to national air quality health standard for ozone 
(smog) in the 2014 to 2015 timeframe based on new health research. 

In 2013, there were 68 unhealthy air days for the population in general, with 42 of them a result of wildfires. Wintertime inversions coupled with 
woodstove smoke caused the non-forest fire unhealthy days. These unhealthy air days were confmed to five communities with 20 of the 26 days 
occurring in Lakeview. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
For comparison purposes, DEQ uses data from an US Environmental Protection Agency database; however, not all monitoring sites are included 
in their data. Based on the limited EPA data, Oregon experienced more than three times the number of unhealthy air days that Washington 
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experienced and almost twice the number of days that Idaho experienced. Many of Oregon's unhealthy days were in southern Oregon and were a 
result of air stagnation coupled with wood smoke. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
Air pollution levels caused by man-made sources are affected by the amount of pollution generating activity occurring in each community, the 
amount ofresources dedicated to pollution reduction and in many cases simply the weather. Very cold winters with periods of severe air 
stagnation can greatly intensify and increase fme particulate levels in communities. In the summer, prolonged periods of very hot temperatures 
combined with poor ventilation can intensify and increase ground level ozone (smog) pollution. 

Federal, state, and local air pollution reduction programs, such as woodstove curtailment, education, cleaner car standards, and industrial emission 
controls, all work together to reduce air pollution. Each forest fire season brings different air pollution impacts depending on the frequency, 
location, and duration afforest fires. The air pollution trends presented in KMPllb reflects all these factors. In addition, medical research on the 
health effects of air pollution continues to advance, and EPA may continue to make national ambient air quality health standards more protective 
based on that science. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
For nonattainment communities like Klamath Falls, Lakeview, and Oakridge that currently violate national ambient air quality health standards, it 
is imperative that DEQ maintain its support of local air quality programs that provide public education, woodstove curtailment, and other 
measures to restore air quality to healthy levels. For other communities that may be at risk of nonattainment, like Burns and Prineville, DEQ is 
working with local officials on pollution prevention strategies. DEQ needs to maintain and build its air quality monitoring capacity to conduct air 
quality assessment and provide accurate data to state and local decision-makers. DEQ and other partners continue to seek a source oflong-term, 
stable funding for woodstove replacement projects in at risk communities. Often paired with home weatherization programs, these stove 
replacement projects offer an important long-term solution to air quality problems in many rural communities, and are often focused on assisting 
low income wood burning households. To maintain and restore air quality threatened by other air pollutants such as smog, DEQ must continue to 
implement important pollution reduction strategies for motor vehicles, engines, industrial sources, and other sources of volatile and toxic air 
pollution. DEQ will continue to lead a coordination group of state and federal agencies to work with local governments to prepare for and cope 
with the smoke impacts experienced from wildfires. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
This data is collected from monitoring sites throughout the state and is available through the DEQ website. The data is available for any 
timeframe, and is summarized by calendar year for this report. Measurements are made according to methods determined by EPA and used by 
state and local air quality agencies nationwide. Extensive quality assurance procedures ensure data quality. However, a significant limitation on 
this database is the number and location of monitoring sites. In this report, DEQ has based the count of unhealthy days for all years on measured 
levels above the most current national ambient air quality health standards, including the tougher fine particulate standard. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of 1 n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM #12a I A1R QUALITY- AlR TOXlCS- AirToxics Trends in Larger Communities I 2013 

GoaJ PROTECT PEOPLE AND THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS. 

Oregon Conte..'--t 
OBM # 76a (air quality conditions) is also linked to: ( I) Oregon Progress Board Benchmark #76b; (2) Oregon Statewide 
PJau.n.ing Goal 6: Prutevliug air, water aud laud re:'!ioun.:es; aud (3) Oregou Shiuc::s Goal 3: Provide hc::alt.IJy, .sustaiuault: 
sunou ndiogs. 

Data Somce Air toxics monitoring data from a North Portland site 

Owner Air Quality Division . Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

1. OUR STRATEGY KPM 12a: A.ir Quality - Air Toxics Trends in Larger Commun ides 
Air toxics aJe chemicals in the air we breathe that are known or 
suspected to cause cancer as well as otller derrimental health effects in 
people. There are three elements in DEQ's sttategy to reduce 
Oregonians' exposure to toxic air pollution. J) DEQ works to reduce 
air roxics from categories of emission sources statewide. This includes 
implementation of federal emission standards, as well as development 
and implementation of Oregon-specific air toxics measures. Many of 
these measures are designed to ptovide benefits to more than one type 
of pollutant For example, DEQ's measures to reduce emissions from 
diesel engines and 1-esidential wood combustion reduce both air toxics 
and fine particulate poUution. 2) DEQ developed an innovative 
approach to address the cumulative risk from all sources of air toxics 
within a geographic area. 'T'he Portland Air 'T'oxics Solutions project 
was DEQ's first ellbr-t to develop comprehensive emissions reduction 
recommendations. 3) DEQ can also Lmplemenr source-specific 
measures needed to reduce air toxics. risks from individual industrial 
sources. Most significantly, this bas included measures to reduce 
mercury emissions from Oregon's two largest mercury emission 
sources. 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Using current medical studies DEQ has established threshold levels (i.e. air toxic benchmarks) for a variety of airborne toxic chemicals that 
represent levels of acceptable risk to the public. DEQ evaluates air quality through a variety of methods to see which toxic air pollutants exceed 
these acceptable levels and uses that information to guide policy and actions to reduce the risk to the public. DEQ's KPM goal is to reduce 
monitored levels of five representative taxies, benzene, acetaldehyde, formaldehyde, arsenic and cadmium down to one time above the benchmark 
for each pollutant by 2020. The benchmarks serve as clean air goals not regulatory standards. They are based on very protective concentrations at 
which sensitive members of the population would experience a negligible increase in risk of additional cancers or other health effects. One time 
above benchmarks represents a level that would cause only a slight amount of risk above the benchmark level of one in a million, whereas pollutant 
levels many times above the benchmarks reflect an increasing level of risk to the public. Interim goals are based on a downward trend for all five 
representative pollutants using a three year rolling average. The three year rolling average is typically used to track air pollution data trends 
because it evens out variation due to weather. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
Tracking air taxies trends in Portland provides information about changes in risk to Oregon's most populated and developed areas, communities 
with populations of 50,000 or more. Air taxies, as measured by trends in the five tracked pollutant concentrations, have improved significantly 
from an average concentration of 32 times above the health benchmark in 2004 to 18 times above the benchmark in 2013 with reductions in all five 
pollutants. 

Benzene is the pollutant tracked in the KPM creating the greatest risk in Portland. (Another important air toxic, diesel particulate, is not included 
in this KPM because it cannot be accurately monitored.) Sources of benzene in Portland are cars and trucks, leaks in the gasoline distribution 
system, residential wood combustion, fossil fuel combustion for heat and energy, industrial emissions and background levels that presumably come 
from other developed areas. Benzene values have ranged from 12 times above the air taxies benchmark (2004) to a low of five times above the 
benchmark in 2013. Decreases in benzene are largely attributable to cleaner vehicle engines with improved fuel economy. There was also less 
vehicle use during the economic recession, most observable in 2008. DEQ expects benzene levels to continue falling because of the federally 
mandated reduction of benzene in gasoline that took effect in 2011 and 2012; however, reductions may be offset by local increases in vehicle usage 
as the economy recovers and population increases. 

Acetaldehyde and formaldehyde are produced by wood and fossil fuel combustion, but the largest quantities of these pollutants are produced 
through chemical formation in the atmosphere. Precursors in the chemical formation process are volatile organic compounds emitted from wood 
and fossil fuel combustion and vegetation. Acetaldehyde and formaldehyde values dropped from four times above the benchmark in 2004 to two 
times above by 2010. In 2011, acetaldehyde moved back up to three times above the benchmark and moved up again in 2012 to four times above. 
It stayed at four times the benchmark in 2013. DEQ expects that both acetaldehyde and formaldehyde levels will fall as the population of low 
emission vehicles increases; however, reductions may be offset by local increases in vehicle usage as the economy recovers and population 
increases similar to benzene. 
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Arsenic is predominantly from engines burning fossil fuels, natural gas and other petroleum products. High arsenic levels are primarily caused by 
pollution from motor vehicles. Arsenic values have dropped from a high of nine times above the benchmark in 2004 to four times above in 2010. In 
2013, arsenic levels increased slightly to five times above the benchmark. DEQ expects that arsenic levels in Portland will decrease as the vehicle 
fleet continues to turn over to new and cleaner vehicles and fuel efficiency improves. Arsenic in Portland is also influenced by background 
concentrations because arsenic is present in local volcanic soils that become airborne as dust. 

Almost all of the documented cadmium in Portland is released by industrial facilities. Levels of cadmium have ranged from four times above the 
benchmark in 2005 to a low of one in 2010. Again, 2013 levels moved up slightly to two times above the benchmark. Locally modeled estimates 
are much lower than monitored levels, leading DEQ to believe that some significant cadmium sources remain unknown. One ofDEQ's strategies 
recommended in the Portland Air Taxies Solutions Project is to investigate, analyze and identify sources of cadmium emissions so they may be 
reduced. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
Acetaldehyde, formaldehyde and benzene measured in Portland are comparable to measurements done in Seattle in 2012. While Seattle's 
population is higher than Portland's, emission sources and climates are comparable between the two cities. Arsenic and cadmium in Portland are 
higher than what was measured in Seattle over the same time period. Portland's measurement site is located near the largest industrial area in the 
city and it is affected by the industrial activities. Results of the Portland Air Taxies Solutions project showed that most of Portland has much lower 
concentrations of the metals than what is measured at this site. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
In an urban area like Portland, air taxies are most influenced by emissions from cars and trucks, with additional influence from residential wood 
burning and, on a neighborhood level, emissions from industry and commercial activities. Portland is an ozone maintenance area in which 
industry has been required to control volatile organic compounds, many of which are also air taxies. Weather patterns, such as winter-time 
stagnation, high summer-time temperatures, and natural events, such as wildfires, can be significant factors resulting in high air taxies 
concentrations. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
A number of federal and state standards have recently been adopted and implemented for categories of small businesses that collectively release 
significant amounts of air taxies statewide. However, meeting the targets will require collaboration among DEQ, other state agencies, local 
governments, health agencies, the public and other partners. 

The Portland Air Taxies Solutions project is a groundbreaking effort to develop data and work with stakeholders to craft a comprehensive 
emissions reductions strategy that will protect public health from air taxies throughout the Portland region. Possible strategies to reduce air taxies 
risk could include reducing emissions from woodstoves, cars and trucks, diesel engines, and industrial metals facilities. Focused strategies in some 
localized areas of Portland could also be used to address high concentrations of air taxies caused by a unique mix oflocalized sources. Lessons 
learned in Portland could be implemented in other larger urban areas. 
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7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data for this measure is gathered at a monitoring site located in the north/northeast quadrant of Portland on north Roselawn Street. The site is 
representative of a typical inner city neighborhood and is part of the US Environmental Protection Agency's National Air Taxies Trend Station 
network. All pollutants are collected over a 24-hour period every six days and samples are analyzed using approved EPA methods. The annual 
average concentration is determined by averaging the quarterly averages for each pollutant. The values for this measure are obtained by dividing 
the average annual concentrations by DEQ benchmark values for each pollutant. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM # l2b I AlR QUALITY- AlR TOXICS - Air Tox.ics Trends in Smaller Communities I 2013 

Goal PROTECT PEOPLE AND THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS. 

Oregon Conte.;\.1: 
KPM # 13b (air quality conditions) is also linked to: (I) Oregon Progress J3oard Benchmark #76b; (2) Oregon Statewide 
PJau.n.ing Goal 6: Prutecllug air, water am.l laud rt'!iuurces; aud (3) On::gou Sltim:s Goal 3: Pruvklt: healtl.Jy, sustaiuauk 
sunoundings. 

Data Somce Air toxics monitoring data from the La Grande ·site 

Owner Air Quality Division . Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

1. OUR STRATEGY KPM12b: Air Quality - Air Toxks Trends in Smaller Communities 
Air toxics aJe chemicals in t11e air we breatlle that a.re known or 
suspected to cause cancer as well as other detrimental health 
effects in people. There are three elements in DEQ's strategy to 
reduce Oregonians' e>:posure to toxic air pollutants. 1) DEQ works 
to reduce air toxics from categories of emission sources statewide. 
This incl.udes implementation of federal emission standards, as 
well as development and implementation of Oregon -specific air 
tox.ics measUJ'es. Many of these measures are designed to provide 
benefits to more tlHUl one type of pollutant. For example, DEQ's 
measures to reduce emjssions from diesel engines and residential 
wood combustion reduce both air tox.ics and fine particulate 
pollution. 2) DEQ developed an innovative approach to address 
the cumulative risk fi:om aiJ sources of air toxics within a 
geographic area. The Portland Air Toxics Solutions project was 
DEQ's first etrorr ro develop comprehensive emissions reduction 
recommendations. 3) DEQ can also implement source-specific 
measures needed to reduce air toxics risks from individual 
indt~strial sources. Most significantly, this has included measure.s 
to reduce mercury emissjons from Oregon's two l'argestmercury 
emission sources. 
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2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
Using current medical studies DEQ has established threshold levels (i.e. air toxic benchmarks) for a variety of airborne toxic chemicals that 
represent levels of acceptable risk to the public. DEQ evaluates air quality through a variety of methods to see which toxic air pollutants exceed 
these acceptable levels and uses that information to guide policy and actions to reduce the risk to the public. DEQ's KPM goal is to reduce 
monitored levels of five representative taxies, benzene, acetaldehyde, formaldehyde, arsenic and cadmium down to one time above the benchmark 
for each pollutant by 2020. The benchmarks serve as clean air goals not regulatory standards. They are based on very protective concentrations at 
which sensitive members of the population would experience a negligible increase in risk of additional cancers or other health effects. One time 
above benchmarks represents a level that would cause only a slight amount of risk above the benchmark level of one in a million, whereas pollutant 
levels many times above the benchmarks reflect an increasing level of risk to the public. Interim goals are based on a downward trend for all five 
representative pollutants using a three year rolling average. The three year rolling average is typically used to track air pollution data trends 
because it evens out variation due to weather. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
Tracking air taxies trends in La Grande provides information about changes in risk to people living in Oregon's smaller communities with 
populations less than 50,000. Air taxies, as measured by trends in the five tracked pollutant concentrations, have improved from an average 
concentration of 15 times above the health benchmark in 2004 to about 11 times above the benchmark in 2010 with reductions in all pollutants. 
The increase in pollutant levels in 2011 was caused by higher levels of benzene from unidentified sources on two days in July and August. The 
benzene was not caused by fires or combustion and may have been related to use of a solvent or cleaner. In 2012, the benzene concentrations 
returned to the lower values but this decrease was offset by a small increase in acetaldehyde and formaldehyde concentrations. In 2013 benzene 
dropped to pre-2011levels of about five times above the benchmark. 

With the exception of 2011, benzene, formaldehyde and acetaldehyde equally influence most of the risk from the tracked pollutants in La Grande. 
Sources of benzene in La Grande are residential wood combustion, cars and trucks, leaks in the gasoline distribution system, fossil fuel combustion 
for heat and energy, industrial emissions and background levels that presumably come from other developed areas. Benzene levels have ranged 
between eight times above the benchmark to four times above. In 2012, benzene levels were at six times above the benchmark. DEQ expects 
benzene levels to fall over time because of the federally mandated reduction ofbenzene in gasoline that took effect in 2011 and 2012. However, 
reductions may be offset by local increases in vehicle usage as the economy recovers. 

Acetaldehyde and formaldehyde are produced by wood and fossil fuel combustion, but the largest quantities of these pollutants are produced 
through chemical formation in the atmosphere. Precursors in the chemical formation process are volatile organic compounds emitted from wood 
and fossil fuel combustion and vegetation. Acetaldehyde and formaldehyde values have dropped slightly from 4 times above the benchmark in 
2004 to three times above by 2010. In 2012, acetaldehyde moved back up to four times above the benchmark and remained at that level in 2013. 
DEQ expects that both formaldehyde and acetaldehyde levels will fall with continuing controls on motor vehicles and residential wood burning but 
reductions may be offset by local increases in vehicle usage as the economy recovers and population increases similar to benzene. 
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Arsenic is produced predominantly from engines burning fossil fuels, natural gas and other petroleum products. High arsenic levels are primarily 
caused by pollution from motor vehicles. Arsenic levels are low in La Grande, measuring 1 time above the benchmark and DEQ expects that 
arsenic levels may continue to decrease slightly as the vehicle fleet continues to turn over to cleaner cars and fuel efficiency improves. Arsenic in La 
Grande is also influenced by background concentrations because arsenic is present in local volcanic soils that become airborne as dust. 

There is very little cadmium measured in La Grande. One potential source is combustion of fossil fuels for energy and heat. 

Historically La Grande violated particular matter (PMlO) standards caused by wintertime woodstove emissions. Since 2005, La Grande has been 
under a PMlO maintenance plan, mainly to reduce emissions from residential wood combustion. Woodstove emission reductions decrease air 
taxies along with particulate pollution. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 

La Grande is a small community not influenced by surrounding development or heavy industrialization. Compared to larger communities, such as 
Portland, fewer air taxies in La Grande come from vehicle emissions. An interstate highway runs through La Grande, and it is a regional freight 
distribution center, but there are lower levels of congestion and traffic volume. Residential wood combustion likely influences levels of air taxies in 
La Grande. Monitored values in La Grande are generally comparable to levels at other rural locations in Wisconsin, Vermont, Texas and South 
Carolina that are also included in EPA's National Air Taxies Trend Station Network. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
In Oregon, the reliance on burning for heat and for waste disposal, along with increasing motor vehicle and engine use, are the primary sources of 
toxic air pollution. Forestry and agricultural burning in rural areas also contribute, and industry is a major contributor of some toxic air pollutants. 
Weather patterns, such as winter-time stagnation, high summer-time temperatures, and natural events, such as wildfires, can be significant factors 
resulting in high air taxies concentrations. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
A number of new federal and state standards are being adopted and implemented for categories of small businesses that collectively release 
significant amounts of air taxies statewide. Cleaner cars and cleaner gasoline will continue to lower benzene levels over time. However, meeting 
the targets in smaller communities will require collaboration among DEQ, other state agencies, local governments, health agencies, the public and 
other partners. 

The Portland Air Taxies Solutions project is a groundbreaking effort to develop data and work with stakeholders to craft a comprehensive 
emissions reductions strategy that will protect public health from air taxies in an airshed. Strategies to reduce air taxies risk in Portland could 
potentially be used in other communities statewide, including reductions for woodstoves, cars and trucks, and construction equipment. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Data for this measure is gathered at a monitoring site located in the north end of La Grande on North Ash Street. The site is representative of a 
typical small community and is part of the US Environmental Protection Agency's National Air Taxies Trend Station network. All pollutants are 
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collected over a 24-hour period every six days and samples are analyzed using approved EPA methods. The annual average concentration is 
determined by averaging the quarterly averages for each pollutant. The values for this measure are obtained by dividing the average annual 
concentrations by DEQ benchmark values for each pollutant. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALlTY, DEPARTMENT of 1 n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#l3 J Regional Solution Team: Percent of local participants who rank DEQ involvement in Regional Solution Team 
process as good to excellent. I 2006 

Goal PROVJDE EXCELLENCE. 

Oregon Context There are no Oregon Benchmarks or High Level Outcomes related to this measure, but particlpating in RST is a priority for 
DEQ. 

Dat.t Source Customer service survey results provided by Regional Solutions Team (RSn. Regional Solutions Customer Satisfaction 
Survey Final Report 2014. 

Owner DEQ RST Representative, Mary Camarata, (541) 687· 7435 

1. OUR STRATEGY 
DEQ is a member agency of the governor's Regional Solution 
Teams. 111e Regional Solutions Team conducts a survey to 
measure customer satisfaction with RST service once every two 
years; the first survey was conducted in 2006. 

Out of 630 customers sutveyed, about 142 responded. Of the 142 
respondents, 65 respondents with projects related to environmental 
permitting or other environmental quality issues completed the 
question about DEQ's involvement. Survey questions measure 
RST participants' perception of the involvement of DEQ, Oregon 
Department of State lands, Oregon Departn:lent of land 
Conservation and Development, Ot·egon Business and Oregon 
Department of Transportation in regional projects, The 2014 
survey criterion on agency involvement is based on d1e 
following question: "liow do you rate the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality's involvement in the Regional Solutions 
process?" The desired outcome is the highest percentage of 
responses rating DEQ's performance as good to excellent. 

2. ABOUT THE TAAGETS 

KPM13: Percent of local participants who rank DEQ involvement in 
Economic Revitalization Team process as good to excellent 
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DEQ's target is SO percent of the respondents rating our involvement in l~ST projects as good to excellent. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
DEQ has been receiving a consistent ranking between 74 and 79 percent. In 2014 we received a 72 percent, which is 3 percent lower than in the 
2012 survey. DEQ hasn't yet reached its 80 percent target, but the agency continues to receive high ratings in the good to excellent categories. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
DEQ received the third ranking (72 percent) amongst the four partner agencies (DEQ, DSL, DLCD and ODOT). The rankings for the four 
agencies ranged from 64 to 83 percent. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 

It is difficult to determine from the survey results if the perception ofDEQ's Regional Solutions Team involvement is slightly improving, about the 
same or slightly decreasing in ratings between the 2012 and 2014 customer service surveys. Three factors seem to be involved. First is the small 
sample size of respondents who had projects related to environmental permitting or other environmental issues (57 in 2012 and 65 in 2014). In both 
2012 and 2014, 21 respondents answered questions about DEQ's performance, giving us good to excellent ratings. The small change in the number 
of total respondents had the effect oflowering our overall rating by 3 percent. Another factor is raw data. The 2014 raw data indicates that DEQ's 
excellent and fair service response increased slightly, while the good and poor service response stayed the same. Even with excellent marks 
increasing, our overall result was still lower than in 2012. Finally, it is not known if the communities are responding from year to year or if the 
survey represents communities reporting for the first time. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The RST agencies need to continue working together with local communities to solve problems and help them achieve goals. The RST model has 
proven effective in doing this and local leaders are supportive and appreciative of the state's coordination. The survey results indicate that DEQ is a 
strong participant in RST. We understand the importance of working with other state and federal agencies to better serve communities and 
businesses in the future. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
This data is found in the Regional Solutions Customer Satisfaction Survey Final Report 2014, completed August 2014, and is available from the 
Governor's ERT /RST office. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of I n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#14 I PEIUvUT TIMELINESS: Percent of Title V operating permits issued with the target period. I 2007 

Goal IMPROVE OREGON$ AIR AND WATER. 

Oregon Conte::l't KPM #15 Links to: (1) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal6: Air, water and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)). (2) 
Ort::gun SI.Jiues Gual I : Quality jui.Js fuJ all Oreguuia.ns1 a.ml (3) Oregun Shines Gua.J 3: Hea.lllry, sust<tiua.!Jie surruuruli.ngs. 

Data Source DEQ Air Quality Permit Tracking database. 

Owner DEQ Ai.r Quality Program. Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687. 

l. OUR. SfRATEGY 
DEQ issues air quality operating permits to Oregon's largest 
industrial facilities that are regulated under rederal permit 
requirements contained in Title V of the federal Clean Air Act. 
DEQ prioritizes its Title V permitting resources based on the 
applicable target period fot several categories of Title V 
applications to ensure that permits ru·e issued in a timely 
manner. 1n addition, DEQ invests i.n process improvements to 
create efficiencies and reduce the staff time required to issue 
petmits. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
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Processing targets for Title V permits range from 60 days to 365 
days depending on the permit category and complexity. All 
targets include the titne necessary for a public notice period 
during which citizens can comment on the permit and request a 
public hearing. ft is important that the public has this 
opportunity to patticipate in a review process an.d help DEQ to 
ensure protection of public health. Although Title V permit 
timeliness was added as a Key Performance Measure in 2007, 
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DEQ has provided permit timeliness data from 2004 onward to illustrate performance over lime. DEQ's goal is to issue 90 percent ofTiUe V 
permits within the applicable target periods, This sets a high standard for issuing permits in Hime(y manner. A high percentage of timely permits 
Issued is one indicator of an efficient permitting program. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
Title V timeliness has ranged from a low of 57 percent in 2006 to a high of 94 percent in 2008. The 57 percent in 2006 was directly related to 
insufficient fee revenue for the amount of Title V work and staffing required. The following year the Legislature approved a fee increase to bring 
the funding and staffing back in line with needs. In 2008, DEQ issued an unusually large number of easier to complete permit modifications, 
increasing timeliness to 94 percent. Since then, timeliness has declined to 68 percent in 2011 and 2012. However, that seemingly poor timeliness 
percent is somewhat misleading. In those two years, DEQ actually addressed a permit backlog and issued a significant number of older, overdue 
permits but by adding older backlogged permits to the performance measure calculation, the timeliness percentage drops. In 2013, timeliness 
increased to 88 percent, very close to the 90 percent goal. This improvement in timeliness was even more notable since it occurred at the time of a 
high profile enforcement action and the development of a nuisance odor policy. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
DEQ has set target time periods for permit issuance six to sixteen months shorter than the 18-month period required by state and federal laws. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The public has become more concerned about emissions from industrial sources in their neighborhoods and the impact on their health. DEQ has 
responded by increasing the amount of time spent engaging the public and addressing their concerns regarding specific permits. For example, DEQ 
worked with a facility in Portland and a neighborhood group to development of a good neighbor agreement to reduce pollution and potential 
impacts on the community from the facility. Staff resources have also been redirected from permitting work to review of several biomass-to-energy 
projects, work on rules to implement new federal standards for fme particulate and greenhouse gases and engage with the public on coal export 
projects. Another factor that has impacted results in the past year was DEQ's devoting staff resources to permitting and inspection process 
improvement projects, which should improve timeliness in the future. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
DEQ's recent permitting process improvement project helped to identify causes of permitting backlogs and develop solutions likely to have the 
greatest impact on improving permit timeliness. The team made recommendations that include air quality specific improvements and agency-wide 
improvements. During the 2013-2015 biennium, DEQ will propose rules to implement permitting process improvement team recommendations 
and improve permit drafting resources such as guidelines and templates for permit drafting used by our permit writers. DEQ believes the 
recommended solutions will result in greater efficiencies in air quality permitting processes and improved customer service to permit applicants. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
The reporting cycle is a calendar year. The strength of the data is that records exist on each of the Title V permit actions taken by DEQ during the 
year. The primary weakness of the system is that the data's validity depends on accurate entry by multiple individuals. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of 1 n. KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS 

KPM#IS I BOARDS AND COMMISSiONS; Percent of total best practices met by the Environmental Quality Commission. I 2007 

Goal Eftective governance oversight ofDEQ by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

Oregon Conte.:\.1; 
The Environmental QuaHty Commission is a five·member citizen panel appointed by the governor for four·year terms to 
serve as DEQ's policy ami rulerniliug !Joan.l. In addition lu atloJ.!Lillg rules, EQC iil.so esla!Jlhhes polides, ~sues orders, 
jud~es appeals of fmes or other department actions ru1d appoints the DEQ director. 

Data Source Self·evaluation by EQC members. 

Owner Office of Policy and Analysis. Greg Aldrich, 503-229-6345. 

I. OUR STRATEGY 
Support the BQC in completing its annual self-evaluation and in 
making performance improvements identified by the 

KPMIS: Percent of total best practices met by the Environmental Quality 
Commission 

members' self-evaluation. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS 
The 2005 Legislature directed the Department of Administrative 
Services and the Legislative Fiscal Office to develop a measure 
for boards and commissions having governance oversight to use 
in evaluatin.g their own performance. Because EQC is included 
in DEQ's budget and because it lilies DEQ's executive director, 
DAS and LFO deemed EQC to have govemance oversight and 
identifLed it as one of the boards and commissions that should 
have a performance measure. 

On December 14, 2006, EQC adopted the percent of total best 
practices met by the commission as the performance standard. 
The commission set 100 percent as its target. The measure is an 
annual self-assessment of 15 best practices for boards and 
commissions, as laid out by DAS and customized to EQC. 
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3. HOW WE ARE DOING 
In 2014, EQC rated itself an average of98 percent across 13 survey questions for meeting year 2013. The results substantively meet but are still 
under the performance target, which is set for 100 percent. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE 
The 2007 results had a 100 percent rate of success, which may have been the result of the question responses being yes/no only. Starting in the 
evaluation for the 2008 meeting year, the commissioners were able to select from more response options that offered a gradient of percentages from 
0 to 100, which are reflected in the greater variability in the overall success rate 2008 to 2012. Since the target is set at 100 percent, any single 
response that is not 100 percent will bring the total results under the target. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS 
The commission builds into its yearly calendar agenda items that ensure they perform best practices for commissions. For example, EQC regularly 
reviews the agency's budget and strategic plans. The trend of nearly 100 percent success since the 2010 results seem to reflect an increased percent 
of success, which is likely connected to DEQ's efforts to improve its education of and training for commissioners. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE 
The commission needs to continue its approach of annual self-evaluation, with an emphasis on identifYing areas of potential improvement. DEQ 
and the commission will continue to investigate opportunities for the commission to meet with other boards, commissions, agencies or other 
people and organizations connected to DEQ's goals and activities in 2014. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA 
Individual EQC members rate EQC's performance as a board having governance oversight on several criteria. The results are from information 
submitted by commissioners as replies to a standardized survey. The survey is given annually, by electronic or paper means, and the reporting cycle 
is the prior calendar year. In 2007, the commissioners were asked to respond to the 15 questions with either a yes or no response, indicating either 
100 or zero percent success rates. In an attempt to gather more meaningful data, the commissioners were asked to respond to a scale of choices for 
all surveys since 2008: do not know (recorded, but no percentage assigned), none of the time (zero percent), some of the time ( 40 percent), most of 
the time (80 percent) or all of the time (1 00 percent). This provided for greater gradation in the responses received. DEQ has refined the survey 
questions to reflect the feedback of the commission, and to better address the desired outcomes of this measure. 
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ENVffiONMENTAL QUALITY, DEPARTMENT of Ill. USING PERFORMANCE DATA 

Agency Mission: To be a leader in restoring, maintaining and enhancing the quality of Oregon's air, water and land. 

Contact Kerri Nelson Contact Phone: 503-229-5045 

Alternate Melissa Aerne Alternate Phone: 503-229-5155 

The following questions indicate how performance measures and data are used for management and accountability purposes. 

1 * Staff: DEQ's measures coordinator facilitates internal and external reporting, as well as reviews and develops the 
INCLUSIVITY agency's high level performance measures. DEQ's executive leadership team develops the agency's strategic plan, and 

measures are reviewed and considered during these executive-level discussions and at EQC meetings. Staff responsible 
for implementing programs are consulted for their expertise in determining what can be measured in a meaningful and 
efficient way. The agency is working to better communicate and coordinate staff participation into the development and 
refmement of our executive performance measures, which include the Key Performance Measures described in this 
report. 

* Elected Officials: The Oregon Legislature reviews and adopts DEQ's proposed measures during the budget approval 
process. 

*Stakeholders: DEQ involves various stakeholders in the development of performance measures. For example, a 
stakeholder group called the Blue Ribbon Committee worked with DEQ to establish measures related to water quality 
permit timeliness. The Environmental Quality Commission has also weighed in on agency performance measures. 

* Citizens: DEQ invites citizen input on our strategic priorities through the agency's strategic planning process outlined 
in DEQ's Strategic Directions 2006-2011. The agency also invites and encourages citizen participation on committees 
and advisory groups, and the EQC and DEQ invite feedback and participation at EQC and town hall meetings held in 
communities across the state. 

2 DEQ uses performance measures as a tool for evaluating our progress toward meeting agency goals and in 
MANAGING FOR decision-making regarding policies and strategies. In addition to using Key Performance Measures to assess 

RESULTS performance, DEQ is implementing an outcome-based management system that helps the agency set its performance 
goals, allows for quarterly performance measurement and focuses on continuous process improvement. DEQ has been 
developing and implementing outcome and process measures as part of its new management system. In the future, when 
the new measures are finalized, DEQ will work with the Legislature to better align the agency's new outcome measures 
with its Key Performance Measures. DEQ incorporates its goals and measures into staff and section work agreements to 
increase accountability for achieving performance results. For example, work agreements for permit and compliance 
staff incorporate expectations for permit issuance and inspections. 
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3 
STAFF TRAINING 

4 
COMMUNICATING 
RESULTS 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Senior leadership at DEQ has been sharing DEQ's outcome-based management system with both managers and staff. 
In addition, staff have been involved in developing and implementing measures improvement through problem solving 
and LEAN/Kaizen training/team participation. The results ofDEQ's KPMs will be shared with all staff. 

* Staff: Performance is measured at many levels within DEQ, including program performance measures, such as those 
incorporated into the agency's Performance Partnership Agreement with EPA Region 10, regional implementation 
measures, executive measures that support DEQ's Strategic Directions as well as the Key Performance Measures 
included in this report. Staff is informed of performance measurement results through webinars, emails and meetings. 
Performance data is increasingly used as a basis for developing environmental strategies and policies to continuously 
improve on environmental and organizational results. 

* Elected Officials: This Annual Performance Progress Report is provided to the Oregon Legislature and posted on both 
the Progress Board and DEQ web sites, to provide accountability, document challenges and constraints and share 
successes in achieving environmental and organizational results. 

* Stakeholders: DEQ's Annual Performance Progress Report is posted on the agency's website to inform stakeholders of 
agency performance and environmental results. DEQ also presents this report on our external performance measures, as 
well as a report on our internal executive measures to the Environmental Quality Commission on an annual basis. 
Various stakeholder groups, such as the previously mentioned Water Quality Blue Ribbon Committee, are regularly 
informed about performance progress. 

* Citizens: DEQ's Annual Performance Progress Report is posted on the agency's website to inform Oregonians of 
agency performance and environmental results. 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AGENCY SUMMARY NARRATIVE 

Major information teclmology projects 

DEQ's major IT projects are summarized below. Other IT projects greater than $150,000 are described in the Special Reports section. 

1. Evaluation of time and attendance/ cost accounting replacement 

In early August 2014, DEQjoined with Oregon DOT as part of a multi agency project to procure a replacement time and attendance/ cost accounting 
application for the agencies involved. ODOT presented a business case analysis for pursuing such a system as a standalone project for ODOT, but with 
the hope that other agencies would ultimately participate to improve the cost/benefit by sharing among multiple agencies. As this project continues to 
develop, DEQ will rely upon ODOT's project updates to the business case analysis and will update the budget request if a policy package is determined 
to be required. 

2. External Web Interface to the Central Entity Management System (CEMExtemal) 

Between 2012 and 2014 DEQ developed the Central Entity Management (CEM) system to integrate key enterprise data related to facilities, individuals, 
geographic locations and environmental interests. DEQ will complete CEM in November 2014. The CEMExternal project will add new functionality 
to allow DEQ to provide functionality and services to external customers using the newly CEM developed system. The main components of 
CEMExternal are outlined below: 

Replacement of the Location Immovement Tool (LIT) 

DEQ uses LIT to display the location of facilities on maps. The tool is currently used by DEQ permitting and reporting systems to enter and update 
geographic information and by the Facility Profller to display regulated facilities on maps. LIT was developed in 2002 with technology that is now 
obsolescent. DEQ will replace with current Geographic Information System technology that integrates with enterprise data managed by CEM. 

Related IT Strategic Plan goals: 
o Goal 1: Implement an enterprise-oriented, standards-based information system strategy that facilitates integration across division lines. 
o Goal3: Support ongoing information technology efforts 
o Goal 4: Improve employee use of available information technology tools 
o GoalS: Geographic information systems training and software 
o Goal6: Tools to make scientific data more useful 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AGENCY SUMMARY NARRATIVE 

Replacement of Facility Pro filer 
Facility Pro filer is used by DEQ staff and external customers to view information about facilities regulated by DEQ on a map. Facility Pro filer was 
developed in 2002 and depends on LIT for managing geographic information. DEQ will replace with a modern system to take advantage of CEM and 
the LIT replacement. 

Related IT Strategic Plan goals: 
o Goal 1: Implement an enterprise-oriented, standards-based information system strategy that facilitates integration across division lines. 
o Goal3: Support ongoing information technology efforts 
o Goal4: Improve employee use of available information technology tools 
o GoalS: Geographic information systems training and software 
o Goal6: Tools to make scientific data more useful 

Allow external users to register with DEO as eGovernment and eCommerce users 
CEM manages information about people and organizations and can now be used for registering external customers for the purpose of conducting 
business over the internet with DEQ. Several eGovenment/ eCommerce projects are currently underway at DEQ that would benefit from an agency­
wide framework that allows customers to register in a single location. The registration framework would be used by all future DEQ efforts to expand 
business to the internet. 

Related IT Strategic Plan goals: 
o Goal 1: Implement an enterprise-oriented, standards-based information system strategy that facilitates integration across division lines. 
o Goal2: Improve DEQ's electronic records management 
o Goal3: Support ongoing information technology efforts 
o Goal4: Improve employee use of available information technology tools 
o Goal 7: E-government and commerce 

Agency Summary Narrative 2015-17 Agency Request Budget Agency Summary: Page 03-86 
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pntlutantt. ltloU Qlln ln'!p.lCI hunr.~o 
health -and lhe envifortmfHM, rand 
conttlbu!e !o dfmete change. 
OEO ~JO$ 011 ~~ pu~ttths to 
tttgub"Wo. n~ po.IIU!Ion rron1 
indu&lllal r,aQiillof. o nd OnQJn!S" 
~loan~• VA!tl pumll 
roqultelllf!ntfio.. fndln.1ril61 all 
pctriTiits. h~p to JWOVidO clean "fl.nd 

t•ualtlty "'' klr Ort"QQnnln~ 

Oc:rw1'tucot-Whk Priorities filr 201S.I7 Di~nnium 

• ID II 12 •ll ,. 
Pff!MiWf 

I t~'''"IV:t- .. ,..., 
NL- TOTAL t•nfllf1••fl•f" Pu-.r<~~tn- GP LF OF l'IL-OF FF FP ru-..os 

\ fe.tllln'N Atdvin 

"'"' 

a.ooG-3 (OBI' 7,97(-.,.jll lli,IK1.1111J l t76X,IU 211922.Sl.S 10(b))) 341J00.4 

l-010·10 {OBM 
1J3f·"Oil JH,OI·I l,2JIO,Y4J 4~25,256 

1'J) 

····--· 

;>l()()(). 

01,00. 12.13. \ 5 "'-1111 ll<.t>59.05J ;o;!,7l)Q liJ,J..lUl~ 

(08M.10iii17S,76) 

Agency Number. 34000 

" l6 11 u: ,. >O " 22 

···-I 
,._w .,._ 

letlol•lcol• 
U i!lil lfll-0* 

"ir!MII "'"'"' ft 'V&'l.W,., if•JJ (i. l ... j , ...... ~ COO'!II,.N. 00'1 .,,~..,. O."!Q-. I C) CR 
Fl'E ·-- hdol~ 

(C.:,IJ,I'M,ff('l, ••u'"''"'" 0""1 lne!Od.d tn Aqenqo Rloqute.t 
' ' ll'o) O..l"t~(Yho") 

.. 

!ARB ReductJoniR:es~otation: 
R&~enue s~ttfall package 070 eWm~aloo 
fa-14 FTE In Waslov~<~for Pcnnlll~, and 
~.oo FTE ot prog111m •upport 
lntrastt!Jc:ture, 
~RB Additions (Pettey Packages): 
oe.a (ltOpOSOS ~ ~oro 6,0 FTE Wt 

OEO is de~led eulhoriy fo padi41!Qe 123 to meirMU\ <~nd continue to 

tldrt.h'111.1hf the M'liMtl Pol!~tMll hllPI'Otte ~lee deli'lety il the 

~~~rgo ElirnNUon SVQem ~.Siewaler permitllng program. P.acll.~e 

PtCJVI&nl 
120 QS.1ahllshcs ofle,.,., po$11111011 ~0:50 

Any.aPQI!el1n' fOf afOdon-1 liooi"'SOor F'TE) :.md Mquc.ws-$325.,000 bf 
33 usc§ 1342: 33 

p&Jf'l"i 111 eoodud any •et.N-.v !nfCMmaliion kM:hnolbgy PfOIOSSIOI.al 
IOK llll!l..~ N FM, S USC§"l341 ;0RS ~icfJ!!S •o kt.ad lht agency's effori io 

4588 tnciUding, but oot 'mlled lo, U~e 
rev~ce OEO't1 ouh~•lod \l!ld lt~CJQunte 

Q)n$11\l~lof\ <.11 operlUI(Ih ot tae~hl&$, 
IA!hleh iN))' fMll. In anv <fsctlolrg~ lrlln ~sltwvater pemUtllr{J i'l.lornw.lion 

!he N'fi(l6ble wa1e1s, shat pmvlde. the 
rnaAAg6mltnl Sy.;Jttm 

lioltn51ng ot permitt~ age~ a 
Pll<M"fll) 124 .,._ • Ro(lk>MI 

oertincul«lit rrom the Sl(_.e Solutionis llarsoo posHton (1,00 FTE) 
ba:ad out of the North Cont~VI RegiOnal 
SbtutiOfl¥ Ctli'Jtllt ~fleu '' n~e Ofllte•. "''li 
setvfrtg the No!tb Centrul a~ GreQIL.,. 
E•$1orn Rqgioml Smullons Cbnlcr$ and 
m i'I{U ol ll'll (lOitSWIIh~ IM ~mb~ 
River Condor- an areilthitli ISCIJlfefltly 
underwn+ed by DEO doo to Inadequate 
~"'flln~ . 

~8 Rl!dudlon.s: 
~ev.nue lhOtUIW DKIGtge-Oi'O elfninlleJ one 
~(, 0Fn)NI plffQtm. ~i'lt 
flo~o~~~:~~~ llll.l*~flUiiO'I 1rot~.O ~~ F fE tNt 

33 USC ,§1J29 'Of:IUI!Cf l tw:l govomor ptOW1., ~ ~ tr1e nct"f"VVlt()!.lr~ 

Of each ~te to P'CDOfU ;,nd MJbfflt ta ~ratn (P~12ti~resto-e10"fl: 
Fetl(liUI ~n Wale.- EPA l~9pprova1 a n·.:a,.agement hAl ~rrm. nMP¥!1 WIIIW tn.,WITIOtllil!lloO 

•.z• "' 'I FM,S """33 vsc §-131iJ· rogram lo, controlir)g pollullon 9ddod ~e"Wall!rOu.a-tl· 1Mct.s" below) 

ORS 4688 fn:MYt nonpoklt SOtU"()C'I$ tn til~ ~=:~:r~~::::~UOOfl 
OIWII)Olblo WQtaf$ Mhll'l thtl 'llla18 and ~dora! fu.'llft w81-O...tal Funo ll,l mel!• up (tit 
improY'"U tho qually of 5udl V\QlOf~>. :J ~lc:leorNle 'fl kMJet1! IIOf!DOII'II SOU.!Oe' 

~~~=r:o':o~~~:~~ 
FteQ111ffl e,eptt M ~·"'W'd OIIF6fl'lelt$11\ 

~5-P'OO'ii"'W. 

·············-t-······ ·········-- t-· 
........ , ____ ··········-

TM T.U. VPeiTf"kl foiOSifliiTI ca ~ut~~~lbf 
~ r.o.!1111 C~Ait Aq.rer •mlii'Q 
~10' 1iO!JtM rA t~6tonot! 'tl'll"-'•• ~ 

6:,'::!!*'==~~~~m 
~ IOR~tt!J(:IIW! Oll'lltW"*nd "lOCI'"-= 

G<So!tl! Cltli:l!' A;r Act. rbll\~o1·~~""~·6 
1 usc ,eqiOf\¥ 7401 ~t;ontl•r"*fltlll'I~PCI111SOW~t--

" RJ!J Reduction'S: MM ,. 1'UI F>.l ~s;eq; ORS468alld thiJtateOOl"-'~lltT«lltV AGIJCI$.olte !ARB" Additio-ns tPo!CyhcD_g•$) non• r.i-.c2~aWQ"YCOII~cl ""S~Pfl-
f<68A SGt.~ttQ!ora,tdluOof\~~D'fVM 

~':!=:~~~~i=~~ 
~~l.<V'IPI,l!•h!t!J=I;t~"tlf'1. ... ;t 
!"riMiroa OOEI!i notl!'alh'en.nw el(teed T/tie 
pimlChrogt~ Or'~nh 

..:~eoe~ecta\Aiol"f\oi'IOti\E'PA. 

Agency Snrnmary: Page 03-88 

EPA-6822_009843 



Oeparonenl of Eilvtronm<>nta/ Quality 
1:!016-201 8 enrUum Agency Number. 34000 

Oc:rw1'tucot-Whk Priorities filr 201S.I7 Di~rutium 

• 10 II 12 •ll I. " l6 11 u: 10 >O " 12 
PffiMiWf 

I 
,._w 

Priorit}' Oqu. 5'hl&nolu.- Pwp;w Unill Anility t~'''"IV:t- .. ,..., 
NL- TOTAL .,._ 

letlol•lcol• 
U i!lil lfll-0* 

...:rUf" "'"'"';. 'V&'!.W,., if•JJ C. '""'· ...... ~ CO!'!II,.,N. 00'1 l>t!J90_,. C!N"'Q~ I C) CSL 
(l~•ltfli~llbl lnhbl<t 

Adhlly-
De\nip1Mm 

t•nfllf1••fl•f" Pu-.r<~~tn- GP LF OF l'IL-OF FF FP A:4*<40S 
Pos. Pl'E ·-- hdol~ 

(C.:,IJ,I'M,ff('l, ••u'"''"'" OIIIJ) lne!Od.d In Aqenqo Rloqu•t '""'h.rn ... ~ ln11t.al_, \ fe.tllln'N Atdvin ' ' ll'o) O..l"t~(Yho") 
.. 

"'"' 
""" l"tpa., [tff-

l:!~:!u;!'nt':.~ 70 NO~ 2 
Urt&jor Or~n't En.•O(UOncv ~ .. r~•or~m lflil:fWrtwiplr 
Ma~umonl Ptan, CEO ir.lho ~Ill'"'§~! plill"$ ., Ol'II'Qicp o •• , et'!d 0!16 

load &la&e nooncy' for rea:poncllllg ~. 2FTEtholtroe~~to;!fJ 

Lllnd~lflltty to lnclcJEflls lnllof\llog tfl(lls oc 
ORS 466:605-680 IMl)e(:CIOnf:btllltiUIMW~~ 

ceo E"""llOn<.'/ hamrdwichemicats~:mdOII Wft 0 lll,O)~ l,i'Q9,SOZ ...S.390 j 3,986,325 15 1-1,97 N s fthiWlrdOUI ma1entls) ARB <tddiUO"• (Pollcv P•t~agt) 
ilMIORS .c68B.300-- P~ 138•~~!...srores"~ .9FTE-

RU6Q<)f15C also~ WMb olhot GQonc:iot lmd ~(olf} ..1nd •cJi'j 01'111111 cm.•toott t 45 ne In 1$.o'17) to 
Jftdushy lo pktn fbr llfl(;l prfNonl llt1Pl"Mi'11fN'lJII'IQt~t.W~I\'01¥1'1JYI\I 
6f)il::l6. a' oil and Ra.WtdOU$; ""''" ano•~·~,....,., ~""fll!il 
ohomiooll'> ~- Pol.Cka:Qe 1!6wneses {en ano 

~bi.OOIWflf1F"wlllf_..,~!crO<trtl4,_ 'l 
NEIID!llll!.f'IIJV\B,II.itstWHie•~ 

~RB Rt.ducUons: 
RcVOfHjO $llOM£aH paoqgo 070 oliminni.G:~ 
""" po£100" (1 .0 FTE) !hat pe<fonm 
~W Q~Jalily mof'lloMg few TMOLs. 
~RB Additions (P.oUt~P01c.kJgQa) t 
P ordlayO 126 WUIQd ro$i01U I'M.l 

mM IIOfln!)IMOil(ltnl &O'ft~ P1$16otts 

oeo develops ~11d annos oul 
(2.00 FTE) it'd plune •n tNO new 

l3USC~13131'EIQIIifK slate-s lO poUiions ( t .16 FTE·• to work vmh 
olann ~·~e~ pfarn: {llnOot.Kl<9S "TOinl SediOn 303(d) ollhe oetoblfstll01all'113iifnutl'l dallv bOOs ~9ttllCIM t.it!d ~ go ... GtfflJWnl$ 

DEO W~l(tr Qlnltll( Mt.:.lmum o:.uv t.o:.w N ~OLtf 
34000.5\HlOII) tt/)1ti1,);4J l,aan.uo 1,6-li.Jt>9 l , :!OI'il14$ ll, IS11Sli:Q .su ..t:i ,{lc~ v v Rd,S ftKJ~IC:hY-InW~Iur #()( VI'I\U!Irt; thai d6 rl04 mullS ¥,o;U\tl U1rooghat~l1J1e able to ensure !hey ate 

TMOt.• llt)dftf lllu (f'tdon:M QMn W AIM ,4.t{) Aci, 3JUSC§I31J, q~lot~ly $lnndard~ ;tnd vmch do ® I rutrnfi'rs lho!f~tiibilliiOfoll) l (ldtJott 

to toduoo v~~:~tot pollution a•MI ~ oq& 4&&8 ~re pto4QGt!Ofl, ofbond"~l ~...oo.. n001~1 ~tCCfJOII"'I~ In • tim~ tmd 
cl83n vmtor ~ndalds.- i!)Ciuding fiSI\ and drlnt(w.g Wlltcf. fl'edffoman.net' PackPge 128 req~lelll!ft 

f\10 new ~tion,s (4.88 FTEJ to work 

~~~'::o:v:;:ea~:::~~ 
~dopllon ol con615toot mofric6 itnd 
ropor1ingm(.;t~lbrpl;)nnln.g , 

l~mentl.,g , ttSGking rmd roponing on 
~:e1'5hed m.s.lornlion and .wak.laiion 
f>cti<U .... 

OEQprococ:es puopl&'s tl~th fn:MT\ ~RB ActdlUQns (PoiJcy Pac:kages.t 

uMte:nod ~o. (1) Sot 
Po6cy peckagc 125 requests $2.00,000 m-

WaiMOuni+ty ~OYe1op sh'Bl f'lifiJiO$ and piUV'idb ln<:tmtwn 
CEO a...io stanct.trds fof propor ~Jn and 

0 10 393.371 J,342.0J1 :3 1,01'9 J.926.-WJ .. 15,10 v v s- ORS4$4 flJ 6nooilmg~ t'ICSt"mni$1JanDtt Ill!'"' M$tlft -·· lflstaltahoo of oopbc 5)1l>1otmi., (2) ~~ &yslom JH09mnulllhe klcalleve& in 1~ pern11t• 'Of prul)6f' sapfle 
sys~em installoUOf'. ~ botl9f moetlhe need&-of 1uml 

- .. ... "'M""" ___ MM" _____ 

I To.mamt.in s.late progr~Jm 
OEO •Q(,Ivbtw $lo1<1~ of 

11l.l.l. I 
tJI I1ont<~tion, Of.O 11'1~ ..,ttJIO 

h4t.Gf\low l'!lflt(lt\;Jit ft ~CniiR~tCO ~filii~'" VII'-" lodcr.il Qlt(i CEO 

Lal)(jo,Jaliry 
undc•gtouttd 1enits lo p.~avenl Oll&O/V&Uon, and t:tanU.atd& r01 UST NQIIQL[on en:d 

10 CEO TiJntcs 
loalrto ond wntamlnalioo~ lrtd.rdos 0 J ,W I,S.O >.$M.O'N 11 16.); •J ..... s ~ecmery Aot. Ti~ 42 ~Ibn pnd rlnenoiiiil IO~IIiry No AA8 lflllictlons or additiOns-
k1(9Gf lRnks tegu.IAlM Undet' ! ~!loM5991et'"'l; ~~nmOfMfi (pmrr.kllng r~f'CM. fot 
federnt law.n wall m. hoolltQ 011 f:>Rs ~66.706 • . 095 cteftnups 61l0Utld feslt&- occur) ~nd 
tanh- '"I~ OVOI'f f ... ly .. - 0!1<0 

..,.'I)'JVU"tS, 

"'M"---·· HQtj;'oiiSft.lnDI~;;r;;;·1.~ ·····- .... r-- -······ ·············-!-······ ··--- M""'" ___ """"" 

communi~ ~o•ect thelf puollc-
drinkll\9 +Nato' ttv: hal~ 

Wi!tlOfCM:ajiV contntunH;u dc.YvoiOp loolltl 
~tl~ptm~lotfltp!.m!''!'lllng G!ounaNale.t Orll~flg Walo.r p·!U~lon P!bns ~ 42 USC§300j-13;42 

""""' part£ !!I IIlO Sale O<il<t"" Wat.,j 11 OED & Otintfng ptevent pollulfon of Umt poblic 0 10 1,00.1,<133 l,09l.~)i:! 611116S-t .a,J07,56Y ,. lh IUt N FM,S USC~300h·li~S No ARB 1 ~GUo11s Of" <adctiUons 
WoUM \onlltrl :!t)'$IOrm.j Y.Oiklng Wrttt 4686 kt, ftclodioa UndUf!Jruurwilnjedlon 

PtOIM:I~ COOVl'IO!lldltti~IO impMv~ th~ 
Corltrol Pf09tt1"-

grou~1er fT'IOI.nage:~nent ilfGSS, 
attd regu.lltting undergtound 

--. ... ,,_, ___ ln~o control W!!!~r.t. H""'H ____ ···-- ·············-'-······ '"'H ___ .. ...... , ____ 
IJ'\._~ 1~17 Agency Snrnmary: Page 03-89 
J:qvi•IR'Jttfl·Wi•~l ....... ~ 

EO_ 454-000304761 EPA-6822_009844 



Oeparonenl of Eilvtronmenta/ Quality 
I:!Ot6-201 8 enrUum 

Priority 
(l~•ltto"J;IIol 

tftlth.)'fitWI) 

1Z 

Otpt. 
ln11i.itl~ 

OEQ 

5'hlpulu.­
Adhily 
ln11bb 

Pwp;w Unill Anility 
De\nip1Mm 

Oc:rw1'tucot-Whk Priorities fil r 201S.I7 Di~rutium 

• 
Pff!MiWf 

I t~'''"IV:t- .. ,..., 
t•nfllf1••fl•f" Pu-.r<~~tn- GP 
\ fe.l!lln'N Atdvin 

"'"' 

10 II 12 

LF OF "NL-OF FF 

•ll 

NL­
FP 

,. 
TOTAL 
A:4*<40S 

Pos. 

•• 

Agency Number. 

l 6 11 

Pl'E 

u: 

letlol•lcol• 
hdol~ 

O..l"t~ (Yho") 

,. 
U i!lillfll-0* 
(C.:.IJ,I'M, ff('l, .. 

Fo.o. s 
Fedo«oo Oloan W.lat 
1\01, 33USC§1M3, 

ORS4~ 

" 
...:rUf" "'"'"';. 'V&'!.W,., if•JJ C. '""'· ...... ~ 

OIIIJ) 
c--"'•N•Of'll>t!J90.-.t O.~iKIC) CSL 

lne!Od.d In Aq6rq Jf).quttt-1 

~.::d~:=:~=~~::;KM lo 
~&.r«ll8 a~u~ f&rO."wa' ~foO!i 

~=~:=~PS:~::+'maro;~~w fO.eooo·• e-..n Wil., aa~, R.....:;~lf'IQ F~d 

~=~co~:'!.~gn:,~':oo P~1&1$oleG10dali•r~~ 
1tl;al oompteswilh ~~~of lhe f:::.~~~:~~:.,~:::?:~ 

.-!'P'O.Pflo)tO I!Vkr"l ~olrOtf'tj!l:fll$ ,"'OCitf.Jtd\Wit'l ~-.-1., ~"""'""' tl'!t 
~ t f\tay 1eoeWye a C\1pblii!~llo!1 ;tile m~ con,:»oent ot uptp uwe federal 

ijflfl'lt ~-pU~IID,. gr.nt. Jo m-.ntarn ~gon't. 
_lea.'l W•ler-Sta!E" F;JV(ll.wlq Fu!Wl fht 
Plfic:b.§t tkl ,...,14 '"""jor, tn Clfa.f~Ctft m 
~KI!'I-ot e~t:~alcwsqf" tJ~ ~.~E.~ me 
rw~~~n~l ~lllnuntN ... ct,.,.,a 

~~--~--1------1-----------~------+···---- -----~----+-----~-----+------+~------~--+---+-----r---·------+-------~------------~~------------~ 

13 

14 

OEO 

IJ'\._~ 1~17 

J:qvitlmttfl·WJd,l~~ 

EO_ 454..000304761 

----~~···----------+------+--

.jl),)J •• S.O 11.59 N y 

~- Fot 5uporfur>d lit.., 1"'11 motdl 
\ O' of EP,A'!; ' onwc:JQI ~lun coQ•) 
1'\d !Ofu·l!,lfl'ti0&JA ~& 

FO: E"'"'O ltlal UST loab ilfO ~ rl!dvttiC'Ntt":: 
upOftOdbodUMritdiiJII)WffiXI'IftUI P~1G~*'5~16C "i; ~ 

O. fM., fO, 26U,S .C, 9508; ORS nd OEO teqUi tement&. Oth&t ~~~-~ ~ lo M.ll•rll~ "'~~~Mgomvnl 
S f4651ot .. 992 ~nupa:a6104!1SsandtwaluBie ~""';"P<lti!YWOI'­

~0•1tioJ!tt ~u-r11111~(Xi $1!.M; VfOII';fV: 
Wde inpul ror deYB)f)pmef!l c.f Ho ARB-MiditiOn.-
omodies for Nalionel Pl'ionti&r;l.Jisl 
,;~t9ty: ff~ll11 0foln guetom:e ~rmcnlr. ' 
odNJr delflentbles a~r~ agreed 10 , 

-!--------+----·-·-·- I-- - ···········----1---1---+···-·----1--·-·- ·-----· ·-·-------

N ..... s 

F(ldettJI~Uti:O 
EOitSOf'lollol'\ aod 
f~orrAol, 42 
~,S.C. $o<;iK)tl$592 1 

~-eeq .. ORS-IM,(l()) 
,011: O!<S 4&!,005-
!>30 

Agency Snrnmary: Page 03-90 

EPA-6822_009845 



Oeparonenl of Eilvtronm<>nta/ Quality 
(:!Ot&- - 201 8 rennTum 

Ocrtit.rl'iutot-Whk Priorities fil r 201S. I7 Di~rutium 

• 10 

Priority 
(l~•ltto "J;IIol 

'""th.)'litWI) 

Ptupul liT 

Ad1t1rr 
ln11bl_, 

Pw~:~-.w Unill Anility 
Dc:\nip1Mm 

VehiCles aut tho number one 
sootce of uit po'lutioflln ()egcwt'&. 

t~llft>IV:t-

t•nfllf1••fl•f" 
\ faliiU'tN 

15 

AitOonfirt 
Vehlete 
l nr,e)Ocl~n 
ProgtuM 

metropolinr• cu-eaS;. OEOcamruts 3AIOOQ..Ol 
12 

~iV:'~:=,;:,h:;:~~h l08Mo7s) 

16 
LMdOuaWty 

CEO Malofiwft 
M.tn"Domonl 

lho PonlAnd •nd R<JQun Vnliel{ ...... 

OEO regutau~s Mltid w&sle 
d~l ¥nd ptomoftno wu• 
Htduc.1fol;, tcuw and ttt.-ydjnu. 

Document critet l.a used to piOJffite actMHes: 

-PhJh;'\.1Jua 01' ptJbtic- b~·;lh.h MJ -..fny 

a.oooo.oi!(OSM 
84) 

-PulliiJiQJ!. Ii:d t'ni.l ft'Mndal<-"1; ffl't' Whidt Wt: hd\'t dck:w:aU()n 11om US .EPA 
-Plll)tr<~mt.tba& .. ddu.• potl,IUlHl In 1m JOtth)' ~U "'"'Ci''s 
-'Pt\v .tms tlwt provid'' inc1.1ui~·a •nd.f UpPJrt fuor C"OOnomic )tf'l>\\1h 
-Stf\K\!'l lhM dortlt ot\.'\11.n ~· P"l'vid~ b} OEQ 

IJ'\.~ 1~,-: 

PtoJvl'to:rt'I1\·Wil).l~1filk'oll 

EO_ 454..000304761 

Pff!MiWf .. ._ 
f'I I'IOT<'Ifn-

Atdvin 

"'"' 
GP I LF OF 

lll,J I~ 1M.W.ol0 

I 
J1066.l.r. 4630.~5 1·1Q.SIO. lJ4 

7. Piima.rrP~JrrcM PHI,vamiACii'il) 6.11~1.4. 
1 ~ivtllmvc. 

:Z().anvr.utft)'~~!illlf 
' Con$.1lflll Pn~lleo;Alh 
<1 ~Cift'llf\ol!;tllii1¥1@!F\II'<dlbtl 

'(_)\a'ikl.al~ 
bUtt.MJII't1c:L~IJJl'ft~tl'lr 

·~;tlt~~r~.t:Sl.IJi l"'e't~,'i'~rJ'Il 
Sl!lllctge~')'~..,~ 

'Jtl-~· ~•li•mt.ali'fo'(Q.Itlr> 

10 1\b!k HF~hh 
1: t¢n'l'c;.\iw11 tft;fii•IQI\'Wf::Uhltt;til 

U:iror.iii ~PP'~' 

II 12 

"NL-OF FF 

J:!JliS.-111 !7.97fr0% 

•ll 

I 

I'IL­
FP 

. s 

,. 
TOTAL 
A:4*<40S 

2<1.45t.'>6Q 

J46,777.li)J 

Agen umber. 

" ,. 11 u: 

,._w .,._ , . .... ~co~ .. Pos. f'l'E ·-- hdol~ 

' ' 11'>) ""'" I!{Y/flo') 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

Land Quality (003) -Reduce Reduces revenue to cover services and supplies. Impact GF -$36,151 GR1- Combination of factors: Least 
hazardous waste compliance will be felt in 201 7-19, when fund balances are depleted. harm to environmental protection; 
program Estimate an additional .12 FTE reduction at that time. Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

harm to service delivery. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce This position provides administrative support for the GF- $107,503 GR2- Combination of factors: Least 
LEAP office specialist laboratory program including phone coverage, filing and harm to environmental protection; 

document formatting. If taken, technical and policy Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
staff would need to devote more time to routine harm to service delivery. 
administrative support work, taking them away from 
their core work. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Reduces administrative support for the water quality GF- $116,136 GR3- Combination of factors: Least 
water quality program office program including reviewing and formatting harm to environmental protection; 
specialist documents, preparing mailings, providing Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

administrative support for advisory committees, harm to service delivery. 
coordinating ordering and repair of telephone and 
copying equipment, etc. If taken, technical and policy 
staff would need to devote more time to routine 
administrative support work, taking them away from 
their core work. 

Air Quality (001)- Lane The cut in funding would reduce overall services that GF -$25,736 GR4- Combination of factors: Least 
Regional Air Protection LRAP A provides for Lane County residents and harm to environmental protection; 
Agency businesses. Amount represents 10% of the General Fund Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

that is passed through DEQ's budget to Lane Regional harm to service delivery. 
Air Protection Agency. 

Air Quality (001)- Reduce fine Reduces fine particulate speciation at three sites (K. GF- $293,929 GR5- Combination of factors: Least 
particulate analysis Falls, Lakeview and Eugene) during the six non-wood harm to environmental protection; 

burning months. DEQ will need EPA approval to Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
implement this reduction. harm to service delivery. 

107BF17: Reduction Options 2015-17 DEQ Agency Request Budget Agency Summary: Page 03-93 

ED_ 454-000304761 EPA-6822_009848 



10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Reduces capacity in Eastern Region to support TMDL GF -$171,068 GR6- Combination of factors: Least 
Eastern Region TMDL implementation activities, including assistance in harm to environmental protection; 
implementation developing TMDL implementation plans, oversight of Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

TMDL implementation activities to ensure their harm to service delivery. 
effectiveness toward meeting water quality objectives, 
and providing technical assistance to communities, 
watershed councils and other stakeholders on the design 
and implementation of water quality restoration 
projects. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Reduces capacity for collecting and reporting GF -$177,214 GR7- Combination of factors: Least 
groundwater data collection groundwater and other water quality data. If taken, harm to environmental protection; 
and reporting fewer data would be collected and reports would be Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

delayed, leaving DEQ, communities and other harm to service delivery. 
stakeholders with less information to guide their water 
quality protection and restoration activities. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Reduces capacity for nutrients and other inorganic GF- $177,428 GR8- Combination of factors: Least 
capacity for water quality analyses. Fewer samples processed would result in less harm to environmental protection; 
sample analysis data available for use in water quality assessments and Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

decision making. harm to service delivery. 

Air Quality (001)- Reduce Air Reduces project management support for Air Quality GF -$129,437 GR9- Combination of factors: Least 
Quality Planning projects supported by General Fund; the main focus of harm to environmental protection; 

work is air taxies, clean diesel and clean fuels. Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
harm to service delivery. 

Air Quality (001)- Reduce Reduces emission inventory work on reducing air taxies GF- $87,346 GR10- Combination of factors: Least 
Emission Inventory work and fme particulate pollution. Emission inventories are harm to environmental protection; 

the scientific underpinning of air quality planning, Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
including identification of sources, determining baseline harm to service delivery. 
emission levels, evaluating the benefits of proposed 
emission reduction strategies, and meeting federal 
technical requirements. This cut would result in delayed 
air taxies and fine particulate planning work. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

Water Quality (002)- Eliminate Eliminates position with responsibility for strategic GF- $198,805 GRll- Combination of factors: Least 
statewide groundwater and direction for DEQ's groundwater monitoring programs, harm to environmental protection; 
IWRS coordination policy development and interagency alignment on Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

groundwater protection and data management for harm to service delivery. 
statewide groundwater resources to support 
implementation of the Integrated Water Resources 
Strategy. If taken, DEQ would not be able to provide 
leadership, both internally and externally, for statewide 
groundwater protection strategies, and would be limited 
in the amount of groundwater information it could 
produce to support these efforts. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduces administrative support for database GF -$77,482 GR12- Combination of factors: Least 
Eliminates half-time NWR 401 management, filing and record keeping, facilitation of harm to environmental protection; 
dredge and fill permit public involvement processes, and communication and Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
coordinator. outreach to applicants on project status. If taken, harm to service delivery. 

technical and policy staff would need to devote more 
time to routine administrative support work, taking 
them away from their core work such as ensuring all 
applications are addressed in a timely manner. Loss of 
this position would also prevent DEQ from fulfilling its 
customer service outcomes, including developing 
guidance documents and updating the website to 
provide applicants with program information. 

Air Quality (001)- Reduces AQ Eliminates the Air Quality manager position in GF- $227,016 GR13- Combination of factors: Least 
Program Manager Medford. The position is responsible for supervision of harm to environmental protection; 

Air Quality permitting staff in southwest Oregon. The Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
cut would result in remote supervision of the staff and harm to service delivery. 
would shift the responsibility to a manager who 
supervises a similar sized staff in Salem. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce This position provides administrative support to the GF- $164,840 GR14- Combination of factors: Least 
administrative support for Office of Policy and Analysis as well as back up to the harm to environmental protection; 
Office of Policy and Analysis Director's Office. In addition, the position is part of the Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
and director's office DEQ public records request response team. If taken, harm to service delivery. 

policy and management staff would need to devote 
more time to routine administrative support work, 
taking them away from their core work. The public 
records request work would need to be transferred to 
another administrative support position. In all cases, 
core work would be performed more slowly. This could 
include responding to legislative and public inquiries. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Reduces capacity for nonpoint source policy GF -$253,079 GR15- Combination of factors: Least 
statewide nonpoint source development and interagency coordination on federal harm to environmental protection; 
policy development and land and agricultural water quality issues, including Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
coordination technical assistance, development of memoranda of harm to service delivery. 

agreement, reviewing and providing feedback on water 
quality management plans regarding progress toward 
meeting TMDL load allocations, and ongoing 
coordination. Also reduces support for developing 
guidance, improving coordination between HQ and 
regions and updating Oregon's nonpoint source program 
plan. 

Air Quality (001)- Reduces Air Eliminates half of an ACDP position performing GF -$87,346 GR16- Combination of factors: Least 
quality permits - ACDP inspections and technical assistance to smaller harm to environmental protection; 

business permit holders. Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
harm to service delivery. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Eliminates water quality specialist position supporting GF- $171,068 GR17- Combination of factors: Least 
water quality data analysis assessments and standards development. This position harm to environmental protection; 
(standards and assessments) analyzes data to evaluate current water quality Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

conditions and compare to standards and benchmarks, harm to service delivery 0 

conducts research and develops analyses to support 
water quality standards revisions, and evaluates data 
and reports submitted to DEQ to evaluate data quality 
and soundness of interpretations and conclusions. If 
taken, DEQ would be very challenged to fulfill its 
responsibilities to evaluate and report on statewide 
water quality conditions and to perform site-specific 
analyses needed for water quality standards and 
permit development. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduce Eliminates a position that develops and implements GF- $191,033 GR18- Combination of factors: Least 
TMDL development and TMDLs in NE Oregon. Current focus includes harm to environmental protection; 
implementation in eastern overseeing TMDL implementation in the John Day Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
Oregon and Umatilla River basins- two of the largest basins harm to service delivery 0 

in the state. The position works with federal, state and 
local governments, watershed councils, businesses 
and landowners to ensure those with roles and 
responsibilities for reducing nonpoint source pollution 
do so in an effective and timely manner. If taken, 
DEQ would not be able to support this work unless a 
reevaluation of statewide priorities led DEQ to 
discontinue TMDL work in western Oregon basins in 
order to reassign a position to work in NE Oregon. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

Air Quality (001)- Reduce AQ Eliminates a position that implements the Heat Smart GF- $239,272 GR19- Combination offactors: Least 
planning work program and provides technical assistance to harm to environmental protection; 

homeowners on removal of old, polluting woodstoves, Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
which are the leading cause of air quality violations. harm to service delivery. 
This cut would result in very minimal support for 
woodstove work and would halt implementation of the 
emerging inter-agency approach to wood smoke and 
biomass work. 

Water Quality (002)- Eliminates a position that supports the quality GF- $198,107 GR20- Combination of factors: Least 
Reorganize laboratory assurance and internal audit functions at the harm to environmental protection; 
QA/ORELAP laboratory. This would result in less capacity to Maintain strategic priorities. 

handle additional quality assurance work outside the 
laboratory and require reorganization within the 
laboratory. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduced Reduces capacity for analysis of pesticides, volatiles and LF- $211,517 LRl - Combination of factors: Least 
analytical capacity for other organic compounds. Fewer samples processed harm to environmental protection; 
pesticides and volatile organic would result in less data available for use in water Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
compounds quality assessments, source water protection and harm to service delivery. 

decision making. 

Water Quality (002)- Reduced Reduces capacity for collecting and reporting taxies and LF- $195,267 LR2 - Combination of factors: Least 
frequency of state wide taxies other water quality data. If taken, fewer data would be harm to environmental protection; 
monitoring collected and reports would be delayed, leaving DEQ, Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

communities and other stakeholders with less harm to service delivery. 
information to guide their water quality protection and 
restoration activities. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
progmm or activity wz'll not be undertaken) Fund Type 
Water Quality (002)- Reduce Would reduce funding DEQ uses to accomplish high FF- $409,297 FROl 
federal grants supporting Water priority agency work such as program improvement and 
Quality initiatives streamlining efforts, augmenting existing water quality This would reduce DEQ's limitation to 

protection efforts, development and testing of innovative accept and spend grants to support high 
approaches to water quality protection, enhanced use of priority agency work supporting its 
electronic databases and other information technology TMDL and wastewater permitting 
innovations, and clean water protection and enhancement programs. 
activities, including water quality monitoring and Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) development. Combination of factors: Least harm 

to environmental protection; 
Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
harm to service delivery. 

Land Quality (003) - Eliminate Eliminate funding supporting DEQ's involvement in the FF- $173,778 FR02 
grants from Defense-State investigation and cleanup of federal facilities, including 
Memorandum of Agreement for facilities currently or formerly operated by the Department Combination of factors: Least harm 
cleanup of formerly used of Defense and Army Corps of Engineers, some of which to environmental protection; 
military sites the federal government intends to sell or convey to local Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

governments, tribal governments or private use. DEQ's role harm to service delivery. 
is to provide technical assistance to the Army Corps of 
Engineers and US Department of Defense to ensure state 
cleanup requirements and local community input is 
considered when addressing environmental conditions at 
approximately 12 sites. Eliminates .4 FTE. 

Land Quality (003)- Reduce Eliminate about 14 percent of EPA state response grant FF- $252,195 FR03 
EPA funding supporting the funding, which pays for brownfield redevelopment 
cleanup program's community education and outreach efforts; and Combination of factors: Least harm 
infrastructure, ongoing policy assessments and limited cleanup of brownfield sites; health, to environmental protection; 
development and site-specific safety and other training for state cleanup staff; Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
work. development of cleanup policy and guidance. harm to service delivery. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 
Land Quality (003) -Eliminate Eliminate supplemental EPA grant funding that pays for FF- $300,000 FR04 
supplemental funding from EPA cleanup ofleaking underground storage tank sites where 
for cleanup of leaking owners are unable to perform cleanup. Reduces services Combination of factors: Least harm 
underground storage tank sites and supplies limitation, primarily professional services. to environmental protection; 

Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
harm to service delivery. 

Air Quality (001)- Reduce Reduce federal grant limitation for clean diesel projects. FF- $807,805 FROS 
federal diesel emission reduction Diesel exhaust is one of the most potent air taxies to which 
grants Oregonians are exposed. It is a complex mixture of gases Combination of factors: Least harm 

and particles that lead to elevated risk for cardiovascular to environmental protection; 
and respiratory diseases including cancer, asthma and Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
bronchitis. DEQ provides school districts and diesel fleet harm to service delivery. 
owners with innovative technical and federal grant 
assistance to upgrade engines with advanced exhaust 
controls. 

Water Quality (002)- Stop state Eliminate federal funding for Oregon's participation in the FF- $368,765 FR06 
implementation of Clean Water Clean Water Act Section 106 surveys of the nation's 
Act Section 106 grant funded waters. EPA provides funds for States, Tribes and other Combination of factors: Least harm 
surveys of the nation's waters eligible entities to participate in statistically-valid surveys to environmental protection; 

of the Nation's waters. IfDEQ does not conduct the Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
work, it can request EPA to perform the work in Oregon, harm to service delivery. 
but will lose the opportunity to leverage this funding to 
support other monitoring objectives by integrating 
workplans for sample collection and analysis. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 
Water Quality (002)- Reduce Reduce grants used for watershed restoration activities to FF- $530,900 FR07 
federal Clean Water Act Section improve water quality; currently granting $1.5 to $2.0 
319 grants million per biennium. No position or FTE impact. This would eliminate one-quarter to one-

third of the grants and would likely 
jeopardize grant funding from EPA. 

Combination of factors: Least harm 
to environmental protection; 
Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
harm to service delivery. 

Land Quality (003)- Reduce In some circumstances, parties responsible for an OF- HROl 
professional services limitation environmental cleanup deposit funds with DEQ and $3,940,518 
for certain types of contracts for cleanup on their behalf. This typically Sourced from Combination of factors: Least harm 
environmental cleanup. happens when multiple parties are responsible for advance to environmental protection; 

contamination. In some cases, DEQ might be able to deposits of Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
renegotiate agreements such that payments are made cost recoveries harm to service delivery. 
independent ofDEQ's budget. This would reduce from 
limitation for professional services for this purpose. If responsible 
agreements cannot be renegotiated, work would have to be parties 
slowed down to remain within the reduced budget 
limitation. 

Land Quality (003)- Reduce Reduce goal for amount of waste to be collected by statewide OF - $463,500 HR02 
state contractor program for e-waste recycling program; citizens would need to rely on Electronic 
Electronic Waste recycling manufacturer plans (recycling programs run by groups of Waste Combination of factors: Least harm 

manufacturers) to pick up the difference. Reduces Recycling to environmental protection; 
professional services limitation by 15 percent. Assessment Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

harm to service delivery. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 
Air Quality (001)- Reduce Close a Portland VIP Station and reduce technical support OF- HR03 
Vehicle Inspection Program for the program. Closing an inspection station would $4,402,159 

drastically increase average wait times at the remaining Vehicle Combination of factors: Least harm 
Portland stations and inconvenience customers in the closure Inspection Fee to environmental protection; 
area. Reduce approximately 20% of the vehicle inspection Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
FTE. harm to service delivery. 

Land Quality (003)- Reduce Reduce spending to clean up illegal drug lab by about 50 OF- $46,500 HR04 
cleanups of hazardous waste percent. Reduces contract limitation. Asset 
drug labs forfeitures and Combination of factors: Least harm 

drug lab cost to environmental protection; 
recoveries Maintain strategic priorities; Least 

harm to service delivery. 

Water Quality (002)- Septic Shift septic system permitting to other government entities. OF- HROS 
system ( Onsite) permitting Some counties already perform this function, though $2,402,723 
implemented by county expanding the universe would likely be challenging due to Onsite permit Combination of factors: Least harm 
governments local government economic considerations. DEQ would fees to environmental protection; 

retain oversight and technical assistance. Approximately 10 Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
FTE would be reduced. harm to service delivery. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 
Agency Management (004)- Reductions would be gradually implemented as reductions OF- HR06 
Support Services in indirect revenue accrue from adopting reduction options $2,301,922 

(all fund types) in program areas, when agency Indirect Combination of factors: Least harm 
management indirect fund balances drop below the amount Surcharge to agency core infrastructure support 
needed for ongoing operations. and mandatory processes. 
The reduction would reduce $200,000 of capital purchases, 
$198,000 contract limitation and reduce 11 FTE, with the 
following impacts on support services provided to other 
sections ofDEQ: 
-Would eliminate internal CS clerical support. 
- Business systems development cuts would reduce the 

agency's ability to develop new systems and keep current 
systems updated. 

-IT cuts would reduce help desk support that keeps 
desktop computer systems working efficiently and reduce 
support for email services. 

-Financial Services cuts would reduce accounting support 
beyond organizational savings already implemented. 
Could reduce response to audit issues; increase likelihood 
of accounting errors; delay payments, deposits and report 
submittals; and decrease oversight of expenditures. 
Would also reduce procurement and contracts support, 
potentially delaying needed purchases, contracts and 
agreements 

-Eliminate combined rule coordinator/tribal position 
currently used to provide limitation/funding for parts of 
other positions. 
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10°/o REDUCTION OPTIONS 

Activity or Program (which Describe Reduction Amount and Rank and Justification 
program or activity will not be undertaken) Fund Type 

-Consolidate agency reception, eliminating 1 FTE. 
- State government service charge assessment and other 

DAS charges would be reduced by 10% percent, or 
$361,142, under the assumption that DAS or other 
assessed services would be reduced by 10%, lowering the 
assessment. 

Land Quality (003)- Reduce Reduces professional services limitation for investigation $1,035,000 HR07 
Orphan Site Cleanup program and cleanup of contaminated sites where the responsible 

party is unknown or unable to undertake cleanup. Defers Combination of factors: Least harm 
work to 2015-1 7. Would most likely defer investigation of to environmental protection; 
sites where cleanup work has not yet begun, but could also Maintain strategic priorities; Least 
cause delay in cleanup efforts to protect human health and harm to service delivery. 
the environment. 
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SHIN SOHNGW KIRK, REBECCA 
13uslness Systems Jnformatfon Technology 

Development Manager Manager 
Pn11cl pal/Exec Mg E PrtncopaVExec Mg- E 

Agency Summary: P11ge 03-107 
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Air Quality 

~ 

- -~ EMER, LYDIA 
.\IR Ql;A LITY ~10 ill !iQ P&ll 1~\8 'i.I£. Operations Division OPERATIONS DIVlSIO ~ 1). 201 ~ Appr<m>d 225 "21 .91 34.25 s;z,;s 2'4 JU 110.81 Administrator 

PnncipaVExec Mgr G 
N 

101~-1017 CSL 216 2U5S H .3n 5S.31 12.>6 109.61 
~015 ·::!011 Adjustment• 0 0.00 o.ou 0.00 0.00 0.00 
20"·101 7 Poll<:y Packa~e<' 9 6.2.~ 4.1 l 0.00 1.52 IUIO 

;:ms,:ztn 7 Ageucy Requ~5tt 235 ~21\.81 1((1.01 ;;5.31 23.H8 109.61 

PRESTON, GERRYT vacant vacant GILLES, BRUCE A LIVENGOOD DAVID YAP1 ANTA M 
V2hle\> ln.pecbon Progm m JIQ Program Operations Surface Waler Mgrrt CJoan" p & Emorgoncy Hauu·doU!o WM'te & Tanks Conmunity & Program 

M,\f\QQ•r Manag11r Manager Respoflse Manager M3n~ge.r As~astance Managl!'r ,, wr. M F Pnncopal/El<ec Mgr E PnncipaUEKec Mgr E I"Mc<pai/EJcoe Mgr E Ptlnapai/El<oe M gr E PoinctpaUExec Mgr E 

WILES, WENDY J 
Environmental Solutions 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Division Administrator DIVISION 
PrincipaVExec M!7 G 

r~ 

BOLING, BI<IAN STOCUM, JEFFRE.J G COLU£R. UAVIO L STURDEVANT, DEBRA JO 
FOSTEB, EUGENE P PICKERELL, LORETTA F 

~Q Tvt~ltotlc~l s.>rvw~ Watersl1ed Management Mal2rial•l\lan'lgemert ub Program Manoger 
M•neoet 1\0 Pl~nnlno Monaqer WQ Slllndords & 

Manager Manager 
Pnncii\31/Evoc Mgr F 

Pl'l""t>'"~~ .. JA!)I E 
PllrtOip.oiiE•"C M91 E Assessnlent-s M8J\ilger 

Pnnopai/Exec Mgr E cnnop:u/Exec ?'.CQ' E F>rlnapai/Exeo Mg E 

Agency Summary: Page 03-108 
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Air Quality 
lt]~t) 

DECONCINI1 NINA M 
Slaleot~ Northwest Region 
Oepertrnef1t ot Administrator 

NORTHWEST REGION DIVISION Environmental Prinoipai/Exeo Mgr G 
Qual~ 

MONRO. DAVIO 
YELTON·BRAM. TIFF~J DOUGHTEI\I, RONALD A MRAZIK, STEVE C PARRETT, KEVIN G JOHNSON, KEITH KORTCNHOF, MICHP.El OBRIEN, AUDREY M 

WQ Sot.tee Contra Stormwaler/UIC Watersheds/401 Snvironment..11 
A1r Qu3111Y Manager Man~er Manager 1,1anager Cleanup/LUST Manoge Cleanup Manager Tllllki Manager 

Partnet~hlps ~nager 
I 'TtnooaiiE· ae Mg1 E PI inc1pai'Exec Mgr E Principal/E.~~ Mgr E Principal/Exec Mgr E 

PrinclpaiiExoc Mpr E Princl~aiiExGC MorE Principal/Exec Mgr E 
PonCipoltE;<ec Mgr E 

HAVES-GORMAN, LINDA 
Eastern Region 
Administrator 

Princ:ipai/Exeo Mgr G EASTERN REGION DIVISION 
l--- I 

BAILEY, MARK W NIGG1 ERJCW 
BUTCHER, DONALD F DRUBACK1 ELIZABETH ANDERSON, DAVD G Water Quality Solid & 1-foz Waste Air Oualty Manager 

Manager 
Water QU3 li ty Manager Mcmo,ger Cleanup Manager 

Pn"'•pa~&ec Mw E PnnoipaVExec Mgr E 
P!inctp~VE>ec Mgr E PnoO<paVE><ec Mgr E Princ1paVExec Mgr E 

ANDERSEN, KEITH 
Western Region 

Administrator 
PlincipaiiExeo Mgr G WESTERN REGION DIVISION 

l .) 

O.o\VIS, ClAUDA J vacant NOMURA, RANEI LOBOY1 ZACHARY J BELYE~ DAVID R FULlER, BRIAN R KUCINSKI, MICHAEL vacl!llf 
Air Quah\Y North A11 Qu•lil}l South - WQ Point Source Watersheds & Re-gionat Env1Joumental Hazardous & Solid 

Cl~anup l\lal)ager RegtOl1-'f6etvlco~ 

Mana11er M•hager Manager Stormwaler Monogo;r Solutions Manager Waste Man~ger Princopai/Exec Mg• E MDU"H~U 
PllMtpoiiE·o.; Mgr E l'unc:Jp ll!Excc Mgr E Pnneipai/Exeo Mgt E PiincopaiiEAoo M!;ir E PlincipaiiEXec M~r E PnncopaVE~eo MQr E F ' .•(1-aiJ~ . M ' ~ 

Al!l'ncvS iiunarv: Pagj!_Ol-109 
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Water Quality 
~ 

EMER, LYDIA 
WATF.RQl T.m · ~ ill !:!Q REG 1@ Operations Division OPERATIONS DIVIS I 2013 -~01 ~ AIIPt C'Yed U.l 111.<L6 ,., ll 10717 .r; <l~ Administrator 

PnncipaVExec Mgr G 
ON 

201~-1H I'? CSL l2S 2 22.~ l 02....L.f; 111.4(1 ~S,11) 

201~-21)1 7 A<JjtLSilUelll; 18) (9.19) 13.~01 ( ~.79) () .00) 
2013-2(117 l'oli"Y l';~c~ages 19 18.29 8.75 7.66 1.88 

201~ -101 1 Agenoy Request 239 231.11 67.70 IJ U 3 49. 1~ 

PRESTON, GERRY T vacant vacant GILLES, BRUCE A LIVENGOOD, DAVID VAI\AIIITA.M 
VehlclaiM~pectlon Progmm AQ Program Operations Surfuce Water MgrrC Clean" p & Emergoncy Hazat'dou~ WMte a. Tanks Oormounrty & Program 

Matl~er Ma,...ger Manager RHpOfiSe Manager M3n~ge.r Ass•stanQt Man~~t~er 
PlmCipai/El<ec Mg F PlinolpaVE• oc ~r E Pl'lnapai>E.<ecMgr E F>rinelpi!VEXee Mgr E Ptlnopai!El<~Mgr E Pnncfp3IIE'"" Mgr E 

WILES, WENDY J 
Environmental Solutions 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Division Administrator DIVISION 
PrincipaVExec Mg G 

SOLING, B~AN STOCUM, JEFFREY G 
COLUER, DAVD L &TUROEVANTJ O.§BRA JO 

FOSlER, EUGENJ" P PICKERELL, LORETTA F 
AQ Technic al S..r111nes Wm •<sh«d M~•,.o•m•m f,lalerial• l\lan'lgemert 

U>b Ptogram Malli>ge< 
Manager 

AQ Planning Manager WO StundMt• & 
M"'IAIJ<F Manager 

Pnnc<P311E>oc Mgr F 
Pt "'"'paVExec Mgr E PrinclpGJ/Exec Mgr E. Aues.sment.s M~n."lger 

Pnn e~r aHE .. e~ Nlgt E cnnop:u/Exec ?'.CQ' E 
~rl®~· ., '~ll>"_.c Mgt E 

Agency Summary: Page 03-110 
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lt]~t) Wt a er Q ua I rty 
DECONCINI, NINA M 

Slated~ Northwest Region 
Oepartrnef1t ot Administrator 

NORTHWEST REGION DIVISION Environmental Principal/Exec Mgr G 
Qual~ 

d 

MONRO, DAVID 
VEl."rON-BllAM l1FFANV OOIJGI-fl'Et-1, RONA~~ MRAZIK stevt: c PARRETT, KEVIN G JOHNSON, KEITH KORTCNHOF, MICHAEL OBRIEN, AUDREY M 
liiiQ Solllle O>nlrd 1 ~tormwaje~/IJlC Wate!lhetls/401 Environment.11 

Air Quality Manager M..U~e Mnnag~r Mol nag!!' Cleanup/LUST Manage Cleanup Manager Tl!r1ki Manager 
Partn•t~hlps ~nager 

Principal/Exec Mgr E 
PttnCIP•~ExecMgl E Print>p~I!Eoea Mgr E PrinClpai/Eno Mgr E. Princlpai/Exoc Mpr E PrinclpaiiExec MorE Principal/Exec Mgr E 

POnCipol/f;<OC Mgr E 

HAVES-GORMAN, LINDA 
Eastern Region 
Adminis-trator 

Principal/Exec Mgr G EASTERN REGION DIVISION 
L-- I 

NIGG, ER19Y I DRUBACK, ELIZABETH BAILEY, MARK W 1 -'W~iei- Quality B.!JTCHE!k op~_ALD _P. ANDERSON, DAVD G 
Air QuaDty Manager W•fer OteiiY M•n"!J'O' Solid & 1-foz Waste Cleanup Manager 
Pnnci paVExec Mgr E 

Manager PMoiCOI/Evac ,!1, e Mcmo,ger 
PrincrpaVExec M~ E PtrrlCI paVExec Mgr E PnoO<paVE><ec Mgr E 

ANDE"RSEN, KEITH 
Western Region 

Administrator 
Principal/Exec Mgr G WESTERN REGION DIV ISION 

DAVIS, ClAUCiA J vacant NO~~NfL. L080Y, ZACHAAV J 8E.!,Y~, O~VIDR FULLER, BRIAN R KUCINSKI, MICHAEL V8Cafl! 
Air Quality Norlh Air Qu~IIIY South WQ Pornt Source Walersheds & Regkmal EnvuonmentAI Hazardous & Solid 

Ct~anup l\lal)ager !legtonoiServrces 
Ma,ager Manager Managdr Stbrmwaler Manag<tr SOlutions Manager Wasle Manager Plinctpai/Exec Mgr E 

Manayot 
PMcipat/E.<ec Mgt E Pnn<:lpof:Exco Mgr E Prlnapoi/E~"" MQI E PrrncrpaltE • .,..Mgr E PriOCIJlaltEV~ Mql E Pn'n01paVE~ec Mgr E Pr1 .•r-aWU>e. Moll C 

Al!l'ncv ~'"•rv· P:ure Q,3.:J II 

ED_454-000304761 EPA-6822_009866 



Land Quality 
~ 

EMER, LYDIA 
LAl'iD Ql'ALTTY Positions m l!Q !Yi& ~ Operations Division OPERATIONS DIVIS I .ro 1.'-2015 Approved 159 191.00 5~.~~ 113.76 :l.OO Administrator 

PnncipaVExec Mgr G 
ON 

iOIS-2017 CSL 187 186.6S 54 .0 127.:52 s.oo 
201:j-2017 Adjus1men1s (7) (~.I OJ (4.10) (J.OO) 

2111 ~-21117 l'olicy l'nt'k.' S"" R ~ ~5 6 5~ 2 (10 -
~0 15-2017 1\~ency Request 188 187.10 56.58 1~5.52 5.00 

PRESTON, GERRY T vacant vacant GILLES, BlftiCE A LIVENGOOD, OAVD YAP1 ANTA M 
Vehlcla ln•pec1lort Progmm AQ Program Operations Surface Water MgiTt CIIUIIWfl & IEMAI!IIU!cy Huard•u•Wetlaa Tan~ Corrmunity & Program 

Man1)Qer Maflotger Manager ,. .. , ..... '". "'•""'" .. M"n"".,- As.,stance Manager 
Ptlnopai/Exec Mgr F PlinolpaVE•oc ~r E PnndpaVE><ec Mgr E I ~ I• Ill PrlnclpaUExeo Mgr E 

WILES, WENDY J 
Environmental Solutions 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Division Administrator DIVISION 
PrincipaVExec Mgr G 

r~ 

... 
DOUIG BRJW STOCUM, JEFFREY G COLUER, DAVD L STUROEVANT, DEBRAJO FOSTEBz EUGEf':!E P FI~RELL. LORETTA f! 

AQ Technical SerVIces Watershed Managem""t Pil•.roll "'"""~~..,'"" Ull PIU9fllm IAar~•ll•• 
Manager 

AQ Planning Manager WQ Slllndards & 
Manager MM•fttt 

Pnno~sl E.¥ Mn•r 
Pt"'"'paVExecMgr E 

Princlpi!J/Exec Mgr E Assessnlent-s M8.Mger 
Pnnopal!Exe<: Mgr E I F>rlnapai/Exeo MQI E 

Agency Summary: Page 03-1 12 
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Land Quality 
ltl :(;t] 

DECONCINI, NINA M I 
Slate of~ Northwest Region 
Department ot Administrator 

NORTHWEST REGION DIVISION EnVIronmental Principal/Exec Mgr G 
Qual~ 

MONRO, DAVID VEL TON-BRAM. TtFFNJY DOUGHTEN, RONALDA MRAZIK. STEVE C PAR~. KE!VIN G JOHNSON i<EilH KO~NI1QF MICHj,EI, OBRIEN. AUDREY M 
VVQ So!kce Contra Slormwaler/UIC Watersheds/401 Envlronmanllll '"-

Air Quality Manager Manag« Manager Manager Ct"a!IU~•/I.U8T M'nager cieanupM...,Qell T•nk& M3n.;1!JI'' 
P•rtna~rshlpb MIIWIIM' Principal/Exec Mgr E Poincipai'Exee Mgr E Principai/E~eo Mgr E Principal/Exec Mgr E 

l"nov:ft>&IIEoec Mgr E Ptmc~naiiE•(li:'Mot ~ J•,rrtri4~•11E• Mq1 E 
~" ' . 

HAYES-GORMAN, LINDA 
Eastern Region 
Administrator 

Principal/Exec Mgr G EASTERN REGION DIVISION 
....____ I 

BAILEY, MARK W 
NIGG1 ERJCW 

BUTCHER DONALD F ORUBACK EUZA!Elli AlllERSON, OAYD G. 
Water Quality &.;tid • '1'¥ w .... Air QuaDiy Manager Water QU3lity Mana{)ll!r Cleanup Manager 

PnncipaVExec Mgr E 
Manager 

Princl'p~VExec Mgr E M•not~l 
Pr nlCI pai/Exe• M17 E Pnnoipai/Exec Mgr E 

ANDERSEN, KEITH 
Western Region 

Administrator 
Principal/Exec Mgr G WESTERN REGION DIVISION 

L 

DAVIS, ClAUCiA J vacant NOMURA, RANEI LOBOY1 ZACHARY J I'IELYEA DAVID R FULI..fll, BRIAIII R 
I<UCINSKI, MICI!AEL 

va~ant 

Air Quality Norlh Air Qu~IIIY South WQ Point Source Watersheds & Reglonol Envrronmonlal lta;A~<IQU I & ~ ... 111.1 
C:l~~nup Mm~a\j8 

Regoonao kfvoco 
Ma,ager Manager Manager Stormwaler Manager Sftluhof'll. Marta(lltf WnteM.1n-w 

!ironc111 liE'""' Mgt E 
~nlitgBI 

PMcipat/E.<ec Mgt E Pnn<:lpof:Excc Mgr E PflncipQI/Exeo Mgr E Piincopai/E.<oc MQr E PnnU~~a••£•~ M(ll' E Pf\!1 poiiiE:i Moo£' p., c II I 

At/:fl,cy s 11UJI)aiY; rue. 03-113 
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Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Environmental Quality, Dept of 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

Essential Packages 

010- Non-PIGS Pers Svc!Vacancy Factor 

Vacancy Factor (lncrease)/Decrease 

Non-PIGS Personal Service lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

030- Inflation & Price List Adjustments 

Cost of Goods & Services lncrease/(Decrease) 

State Gov"t & Services Charges lncrease/(Decrease) 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

719 

720 

4 

724 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

706.33 328,571 ,033 29,936,112 3,824,782 

(1.46) 4,426,272 1,025,147 48,483 

704.87 332,997,305 30,961,259 3,873,265 

6.89 2,165,992 483,929 36,727 

(13,111,292) (679,431) 

(27,750,000) 

711.76 294,302,005 30,765,757 3,909,992 

558,972 113,880 14,275 

388,822 44,570 6,693 

947,794 158,450 20,968 

0.48 329,864 311,602 

(550,004) (478,004) 

0.48 (220, 140) (166,402) 

2,648,477 546,379 27,128 

1,421,936 

Page 1 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-000-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

139,956,679 27,563,182 127,290,278 

2,905,717 446,925 

142,862,396 28,010,107 127,290,278 

1,288,193 357,143 

(12,431 ,861) 

(27,750,000) 

144,150,589 28,367,250 87,108,417 

386,977 43,840 

291,074 46,485 

678,051 90,325 

18,262 

(72,000) 

(53,738) 

1,708,663 366,307 

1,421,936 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-115 
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Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Environmental Quality, Dept of 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

724 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

4,070,413 546,379 27,128 

(24,113) (2,789) 

(1,080) 

712.24 299,07 4,879 31,304,184 3,955,299 

Page 2 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-000-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

3,130,599 

446,761 

(300,042) 

148,052,220 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

366,307 

(468,085) 

298,962 

28,654,759 87,108,417 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-116 
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Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Environmental Quality, Dept of 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112 - Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113 - Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115 - Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming Onsite Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

724 

(15) 

709 

3 

3 

2 

3 

5 

4 

5 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

712.24 299,07 4,879 31,304,184 3,955,299 

(17.39) (2,961 '751) 

694.85 296,113,128 31,304,184 3,955,299 

2.20 778,141 778,141 

1.52 361,562 361,562 

220,000 220,000 

0.88 239,678 239,678 

1.63 504,717 504,717 

680,000 

1.00 558,392 452,719 

2.25 491,435 491,435 

631,500 

6.00 1,106,011 488,154 

1.00 288,199 288,199 

200,000 200,000 

3.16 684,249 684,249 

4.88 1,054,524 1,054,524 

Page 3 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-000-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

148,052,220 28,654,759 87,108,417 

(2,235, 188) (726,563) 

145,817,032 27,928,196 87,108,417 

680,000 

105,673 

(631 ,500) 

617,857 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 0 3-117 
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Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Environmental Quality, Dept of 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

7 

6 

42 

751 

4.30% 

3.70% 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

7.00 1,878,724 

0.20 47,301 32,003 

1.35 290,940 

5.40 1,098,213 

30,150,000 

10,020,000 

38.47 50,652,086 5,742,632 684,249 

733.32 346,765,214 37,046,816 4,639,548 

4.00% 4.10% 19.70% 19.80% 

3.00% 15.90% 18.30% 17.30% 

Page 4 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-000-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

1,878,724 

15,298 

290,940 

1,098,213 

4,006,705 

149,823,737 

4.90% 

1.20% 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

30,150,000 

10,020,000 

48,500 40,170,000 

27,976,696 127,278,417 

-0.10% 

-2.40% 46.10% 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-118 
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Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Air Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

Essential Packages 

010- Non-PIGS Pers Svc!Vacancy Factor 

Vacancy Factor (Increase )/Decrease 

Non-PIGS Personal Service lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

030- Inflation & Price List Adjustments 

Cost of Goods & Services lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

222 

3 

225 

(1) 

224 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

220.87 55,062,028 5,575,145 

1.04 1,467,822 509,048 

221.91 56,529,850 6,084,193 

(0.42) 596,726 (261 ,717) 

221.49 57,126,576 5,822,476 

74,944 7,311 

127,992 (3,975) 

202,936 3,336 

0.48 79,900 79,900 

(153,004) (153,004) 

0.48 (73, 104) (73,104) 

743,919 117,679 

743,919 117,679 

Page 5 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-001-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

41,793,073 7,693,810 

833,171 125,603 

42,626,244 7,819,413 

752,183 106,260 

43,378,427 7,925,673 

60,249 7,384 

116,419 15,548 

176,668 22,932 

506,408 119,832 

506,408 119,832 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-119 
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Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Air Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

2 

226 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

0.61 (30,297) 

222.58 57,970,031 5,870,387 

Page 6 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-001-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

(39,913) 

44,021,591 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

9,616 

8,078,053 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-120 

EPA-6822_009875 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Air Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112 - Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113 - Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115 - Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121- WQAssessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming Onsite Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

226 

226 

3 

3 

2 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

222.58 57,970,031 5,870,387 

222.58 57,970,031 5,870,387 

2.20 778,141 778,141 

1.52 361,562 361,562 

220,000 220,000 

0.88 239,678 239,678 

1.63 504,717 504,717 

680,000 

Page 7 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-001-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

44,021,591 

44,021,591 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

8,078,053 

8,078,053 

680,000 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-121 

EPA-6822_009876 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Air Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

235 

4.40% 

4.00% 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time 
Equivalent 

(FTE) 

6.23 

228.81 

3.10% 

2.80% 

ALL FUNDS 

2,784,098 

60,754,129 

7.50% 

4.80% 

General Fund 

2,104,098 

7,974,485 

31.10% 

35.80% 

Page 8 of 30 

Lottery 
Funds 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-001-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

44,021,591 

3.30% 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

680,000 

8,758,053 

12.00% 

8.40% 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-122 

EPA-6822_009877 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Water Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

Essential Packages 

010- Non-PIGS Pers Svc!Vacancy Factor 

Vacancy Factor (lncrease)/Decrease 

Non-PIGS Personal Service lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

030- Inflation & Price List Adjustments 

Cost of Goods & Services lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

224 

224 

2 

226 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

212.46 57,701,952 19,153,687 3,824,782 

1,529,616 500,212 48,483 

212.46 59,231,568 19,653,899 3,873,265 

4.81 696,002 724,629 36,727 

217.27 59,927,570 20,378,528 3,909,992 

178,416 105,237 14,275 

104,097 47,026 6,693 

282,513 152,263 20,968 

249,964 231,702 

(397,000) (325,000) 

(147,036) (93,298) 

848,089 471,945 27,128 

848,089 471,945 27,128 

Page 9 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-002-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

22,218,418 12,505,065 

739,530 241,391 

22,957,948 12,746,456 

(187,612) 122,258 

22,770,336 12,868,714 

43,954 14,950 

39,468 10,910 

83,422 25,860 

18,262 

(72,000) 

(53,738) 

180,646 168,370 

180,646 168,370 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-123 

EPA-6822_009878 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Water Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

2 

228 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

(29,846) (2,789) 

4.94 1,121,083 

222.21 62,002,373 20,909,438 3,955,299 

Page 10 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-002-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

255,280 

809,547 

24,045,493 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

(282,337) 

311,536 

13,092,143 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-124 

EPA-6822_009879 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Water Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112- Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113- Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115- Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming On site Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

228 

(8) 

220 

3 

5 

4 

5 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

222.21 62,002,373 20,909,438 3,955,299 

(9.29) (1 ,425,959) 

212.92 60,576,414 20,909,438 3,955,299 

1.00 558,392 452,719 

2.25 491,435 491,435 

631,500 

6.00 1,106,011 488,154 

1.00 288,199 288,199 

200,000 200,000 

3.16 684,249 684,249 

4.88 1,054,524 1,054,524 

Page 11 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-002-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

24,045,493 13,092,143 

(924,232) (501 ,727) 

23,121,261 12,590,416 

105,673 

(631 ,500) 

617,857 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-125 

EPA-6822_009880 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Water Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

19 

239 

6.70% 

4.80% 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time 
Equivalent 

(FTE) 

18.29 

231.21 

8.80% 

4.10% 

ALL FUNDS 

4,382,810 

64,959,224 

9.70% 

4.80% 

General Fund 

3,606,531 

24,515,969 

24.70% 

17.20% 

Page 12 of 30 

Lottery 
Funds 

684,249 

4,639,548 

19.80% 

17.30% 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-002-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

723,530 

23,844,791 

3.90% 

-0.80% 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

(631 ,500) 

11,958,916 

-6.20% 

-8.70% 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-126 

EPA-6822_009881 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Land Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

Essential Packages 

010- Non-PIGS Pers Svc!Vacancy Factor 

Vacancy Factor (Increase )/Decrease 

Non-PIGS Personal Service lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

030- Inflation & Price List Adjustments 

Cost of Goods & Services lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

192 

(3) 

189 

3 

192 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

193.50 62,664,712 683,487 

(2.50) 588,842 15,887 

191.00 63,253,554 699,374 

1.50 530,494 21,017 

192.50 63,784,048 720,391 

87,690 1,332 

97,189 1,519 

184,879 2,851 

850,435 (43,245) 

850,435 (43,245) 

Page 13 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-003-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

54,616,918 7,364,307 

493,024 79,931 

55,109,942 7,444,238 

380,852 128,625 

55,490,794 7,572,863 

64,852 21,506 

75,643 20,027 

140,495 41,533 

815,575 78,105 

815,575 78,105 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-127 

EPA-6822_009882 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Land Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

(5) 

187 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

958 

(5.85) (1 '150,577) 

186.65 63,669,743 679,997 

Page 14 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-003-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

186,706 

(1 '128,387) 

55,505,183 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

(185,748) 

(22,190) 

7,484,563 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-128 

EPA-6822_009883 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Land Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112- Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113- Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115- Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming On site Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

187 

(7) 

180 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

186.65 63,669,743 679,997 

(8.10) (1 ,535,792) 

178.55 62,133,951 679,997 

Page 15 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-003-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

55,505,183 

(1 ,31 0,956) 

54,194,227 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

7,484,563 

(224,836) 

7,259,727 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-129 

EPA-6822_009884 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Land Quality 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

7 

188 

-0.50% 

0.50% 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

7.00 1,878,724 

0.20 47,301 32,003 

1.35 290,940 

8.55 2,216,965 32,003 

187.10 64,350,916 712,000 

-2.00% 1.70% 1.80% 

0.20% 1.10% 4.70% 

Page 16 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-003-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

1,878,724 

15,298 

290,940 

2,184,962 

56,379,189 

2.30% 

1.60% 

Federal Non limited Non limited 
Funds Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

7,259,727 

-2.50% 

-3.00% 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-130 

EPA-6822_009885 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Agency Management 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

Essential Packages 

010- Non-PIGS Pers Svc!Vacancy Factor 

Vacancy Factor (Increase )/Decrease 

Non-PIGS Personal Service lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

030- Inflation & Price List Adjustments 

Cost of Goods & Services lncrease/(Decrease) 

State Gov"t & Services Charges lncrease/(Decrease) 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

81 

82 

82 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time 
Equivalent 

(FTE) 

79.50 

79.50 

1.00 

80.50 

ALL FUNDS 

21,328,270 

839,992 

22,168,262 

342,770 

22,511,032 

217,922 

59,544 

277,466 

206,034 

1,421,936 

General Fund 

Page 17 of 30 

Lottery 
Funds 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-004-00-00-00000 

Other Funds 

21,328,270 

839,992 

22,168,262 

342,770 

22,511,032 

217,922 

59,544 

277,466 

206,034 

1,421,936 

Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-131 

EPA-6822_009886 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Agency Management 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

83 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

1,627,970 

4,774 

0.30 58,711 

80.80 24,479,953 

Page 18 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-004-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

1,627,970 

4,774 

58,711 

24,479,953 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-132 

EPA-6822_009887 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Agency Management 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112- Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113- Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115- Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming On site Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

83 

83 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

80.80 24,479,953 

80.80 24,479,953 

Page 19 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-004-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

24,479,953 

24,479,953 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-133 

EPA-6822_009888 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Agency Management 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

6 

89 

8.50% 

7.20% 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

5.40 1,098,213 

5.40 1,098,213 

86.20 25,578,166 

8.40% 15.40% 

6.70% 4.50% 

Page 20 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-004-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

1,098,213 

1,098,213 

25,578,166 

15.40% 

4.50% 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-134 

EPA-6822_009889 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Cross-Media 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

Page 21 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-005-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-135 

EPA-6822_009890 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Cross-Media 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112- Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113- Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115- Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming On site Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

Page 22 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-005-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-136 

EPA-6822_009891 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Cross-Media 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Positions Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

Page 23 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-005-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-137 

EPA-6822_009892 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Non-Limited 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

030 - Inflation & Price List Adjustments 

Cost of Goods & Services lncrease/(Decrease) 

Subtotal 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

110,150,000 

110,150,000 

(27,750,000) 

82,400,000 

Page 24 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-008-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

110,150,000 

110,150,000 

(27,750,000) 

82,400,000 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-138 

EPA-6822_009893 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Non-Limited 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

82,400,000 

Page 25 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-008-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

82,400,000 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-139 

EPA-6822_009894 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Non-Limited 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112- Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113- Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115- Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming On site Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

82,400,000 

82,400,000 

Page 26 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-008-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

82,400,000 

82,400,000 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-140 

EPA-6822_009895 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
Non-Limited 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

30,150,000 

30,150,000 

112,550,000 

2.20% 

36.60% 

Page 27 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-008-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

30,150,000 

30,150,000 

112,550,000 

2.20% 

36.60% 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-141 

EPA-6822_009896 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
PCBF Debt Service 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

2013-15 Leg Adopted Budget 

2013-15 Emergency Boards 

2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

2015-17 Base Budget Adjustments 

Net Cost of Position Actions 

Administrative Biennialized E-Board, Phase-Out 

Estimated Cost of Merit Increase 

Base Debt Service Adjustment 

Base Nonlimited Adjustment 

Capital Construction 

Subtotal 2015-17 Base Budget 

020 - Phase In I Out Pgm & One-time Cost 

021 - Phase-in 

022 - Phase-out Pgm & One-time Costs 

Subtotal 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

040 - Mandated Caseload 

050 - Fundshifts and Revenue Reductions 

050 - Fundshifts 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

060 -Technical Adjustments 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

21,664,071 4,523,793 

21,664,071 4,523,793 

(13,111,292) (679,431) 

8,552,779 3,844,362 

8,552,779 3,844,362 

Page 28 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-009-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

17,140,278 

17,140,278 

(12,431 ,861) 

4,708,417 

4,708,417 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Summary: Page 03-142 

EPA-6822_009897 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
PCBF Debt Service 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

Subtotal: 2015-17 Current Service Level 

070 - Revenue Reductions/Shortfall 

070 - Revenue Shortfalls 

Modified 2015-17 Current Service Level 

080 - E-Boards 

080 - May 2014 E-Board 

Subtotal Emergency Board Packages 

Policy Packages 

11 0- Implement Clean Fuels Program 

111 - Continue Air Taxies Monitoring 

112- Meet Federal Air Quality Health Standards 

113- Implement Greenhouse Gas Regulations 

114- Reduce Harmful Diesel Emissions 

115- Coordinate AQ Scientific Data Contract 

120- WQSIS Replacement 

121 - WQ Assessment 

122 - 319 Program Funding 

123 - \1\/astewater Permitting Restoration 

124- Columbia Corridor RST Restoration 

125 - Incentives for assuming On site Program 

126 - Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution 

127 - Enterprise Data Portal 

128 - Enterprise Restoration Metrics and Reporting 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time ALL FUNDS General Fund Lottery 
Equivalent Funds 

(FTE) 

8,552,779 3,844,362 

8,552,779 3,844,362 

Page 29 of 30 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-009-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited Non limited 
Other Funds Federal 

Funds 

4,708,417 

4,708,417 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-143 

EPA-6822_009898 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 
PCBF Debt Service 
2015-17 Biennium 

Description 

132- Implement Material Management Vision 2050 

136 - Continue Ballast \/Vater Monitor/Enforcement 

138 - Continue Oil Spill Response Planning 

150 - Process Improvement 

181 - Clean \/Vater SRF Capitalization Grant Loans 

191 - Clean Water SRF Bond Debt Service 

Subtotal Policy Packages 

Total 2015-17 Agency Request Budget 

Percentage Change From 2013-15 Leg Approved Budget 

Percentage Change From 2015-17 Current Service Level 

07/23/14 

9:00AM 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Positions 

Summary of 2015-17 Biennium Budget 

Full-Time 
Equivalent 

(FTE) 

ALL FUNDS 

10,020,000 

10,020,000 

18,572,779 

-14.30% 

117.20% 

General Fund 

3,844,362 

-15.00% 

Page 30 of 30 

Lottery 
Funds 

Agency Request Budget 
Cross Reference Number: 34000-009-00-00-00000 

Other Funds Federal 
Funds 

Non limited 
Other Funds 

10,020,000 

10,020,000 

14,728,417 

-14.10% 

212.80% 

Non limited 
Federal 
Funds 

BDV104 -Biennial Budget Summary 

BDV104 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-144 

EPA-6822_009899 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 

Agencywide Program Unit Summary 
2015-17 Biennium 

Summary 
Cross Reference 
Number 

001-00-00-00000 

002-00-00-00000 

003-00-00-00000 

004-00-00-00000 

__ Agency Request 

2015-17 Biennium 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Cross Reference Description 

Air Quality 

General Fund 

Other Funds 

Federal Funds 

All Funds 

Water Quality 

General Fund 

Lottery Funds 

Other Funds 

Federal Funds 

All Funds 

Land Quality 

General Fund 

Other Funds 

Federal Funds 

All Funds 

Agency Management 

Other Funds 

2011-13 2013-15 Leg 
Actua/s Adopted 

Budget 

5,279,047 5,575,145 

35,019,556 41,793,073 

7,228,397 7,693,810 

47,527,000 55,062,028 

13,038,527 19,153,687 

4,502,197 3,824,782 

20,192,342 22,218,418 

11,995,179 12,505,065 

49,728,245 57,701,952 

454,190 683,487 

36,710,837 54,616,918 

9,286,525 7,364,307 

46,451,552 62,664,712 

20,467,893 21,328,270 

__ Governor's Budget 
Page ___ _ 

2013-15 Leg 
Approved 

Budget 

6,084,193 

42,626,244 

7,819,413 

56,529,850 

19,653,899 

3,873,265 

22,957,948 

12,746,456 

59,231,568 

699,374 

55,109,942 

7,444,238 

63,253,554 

22,168,262 

Agency Number: 34000 

Version: V- 01 -Agency Request Budget 

2015-17 2015-17 2015-17 Leg 
Agency Governor's Adopted 
Request Budget Budget 
Budget 

7,974,485 

44,021,591 

8,758,053 

60,754,129 

24,515,969 

4,639,548 

23,844,791 

11,958,916 

64,959,224 

712,000 

56,379,189 

7,259,727 

64,350,916 

25,578,166 

__ Legislatively Adopted 

Agencywide Program Unit Summary- BPR010 

Agency Summary: Page 03-145 

EPA-6822_009900 



Environmental Quality, Dept of 

Agencywide Program Unit Summary 
2015-17 Biennium 

Summary 
Cross Reference 
Number 

005-00-00-00000 

008-00-00-00000 

009-00-00-00000 

TOTAL AGENCY 

__ Agency Request 
2015-17 Biennium 

ED_ 454-000304761 

Cross Reference Description 

Cross-Media 

General Fund 

Other Funds 

Federal Funds 

All Funds 

Non-Limited 

Other Funds 

PCBF Debt Service 

General Fund 

Other Funds 

All Funds 

General Fund 

Lottery Funds 

Other Funds 

Federal Funds 

All Funds 

2011-13 2013-15 Leg 
Actua/s Adopted 

Budget 

666,592 

20,351 

301,147 

988,090 

103,258,460 110,150,000 

5,573,176 4,523,793 

6,344,720 17,140,278 

11,917,896 21,664,071 

25,011,532 29,936,112 

4,502,197 3,824,782 

222,014,159 267,246,957 

28,811,248 27,563,182 

280,339,136 328,571,033 

__ Governor's Budget 
Page ___ _ 

2013-15 Leg 
Approved 

Budget 

110,150,000 

4,523,793 

17,140,278 

21,664,071 

30,961,259 

3,873,265 

270,152,674 

28,010,107 

332,997,305 

Agency Number: 34000 

Version: V- 01 -Agency Request Budget 

2015-17 2015-17 2015-17 Leg 
Agency Governor's Adopted 
Request Budget Budget 
Budget 

112,550,000 

3,844,362 

14,728,417 

18,572,779 

37,046,816 

4,639,548 

277,102,154 

27,976,696 

346,765,214 

__ Legislatively Adopted 
Agencywide Program Unit Summary- BPR010 

Agency Sunnnary: Page 03-146 

EPA-6822_009901 


